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ABSTRACT
The Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) component of IDEIA 2004, NCLB requirements, and
research indicating increased achievement for students with disabilities in the general education
environment, have led to the inclusion of students with disabilities into the general education
classroom and the use of co-teaching model is increasing throughout the United States. Research
indicates that, for inclusion to be successful, administrators and general education teachers need
to receive adequate training in special education, supports, and resources to implement
successful integration and inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education setting
(Ainscow, 2000; Burton & Pace, 2009; Cox, 2008; Praisner, 2003; Villa, Thousand, Meyers, &
Nevin, 1996). Co- teaching has shown to be an effective model of inclusion that can support the
requirements of NCLB and IDEIA (Bryant-Davis, Dieker, Pearl, & Kirkpatrick, 2012; Friend,
2008; Villa et al., 1996).
The purpose of this single case study was to determine the fundamental attitudes,
practices, relationships, structures, programs, and supports that contribute to successful coteaching partnerships in a high school setting. This study used a survey, classroom observations,
and semi-structured interviews to gather data to determine what characteristics contribute to
successful co-teaching. This case study utilized purposeful case sampling. Participants were
chosen from one of the highest performing high schools in a large urban school district in
Southern California.
The research showed that small schools that incorporate small group work with
consistently scheduled meetings for collaboration foster community and contributes to the
success of co-teaching. Curriculum that lends itself to small group work is a factor in successful
co-teaching. Additionally, having adequate materials, supplies, and access to the latest

xv

technology supports successful co-teaching program. Furthermore, special educators staying
with students for 4 years was found to be beneficial for both general and special education
students and co-teaching partnerships. Experience and time in a co-teaching partnership was
shown to be a factor in the success of the co-teaching model. Overall, the co-teachers attitudes
were positive and the research showed that all of the teachers worked well together, had respect
for the special educators, and all but one felt that co-teaching had improved their teaching
practice. Respect and trust were shown to be the most important aspects for a successful coteaching partnership. Similar to the research for the past 40 years, all the co-teachers requested
more training on co-teaching and the general educators wanted more training on special
education strategies and co-teaching.

xvi

Chapter 1: Introduction
Background
The American with Disabilities Act (1990) defines a person with a disability as a person
who has a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activity.
Throughout history, students with disabilities have faced barriers to receiving an education. It
was not until 1971, “that one group of learners, those categorized as ‘having severe learning
difficulties’ were deemed to be even worthy of education” (Ainscow, 2000, p. 76). Before the
enactment of the Education of All Handicap Children Act, known as P. L. 94-142 (1975),
approximately 4 million children were not receiving appropriate education, and another 1 million
were excluded (Martin, 1997). Glancy, Morse, and Russo (1998), further reiterated that
“historically, it was more convenient to remove the disabled from the social mainstream than it
was to integrate them in public schools or to provide them with jobs or training” (p. 179). These
attitudes persist even today, especially pertaining to students with behavioral and emotional
disabilities (Kozol, 2005; Kuglemass, 2006; LaNear & Frattura, 2007).
An example of early exclusion was the 1919 Wisconsin Supreme Court case, Beattie v.
Board of Education (1919). Merritt Beattie was a boy who was crippled from birth; however, he
had average intelligence and was keeping pace with his same-age peers. The school board’s
description of Merritt delineates the attitudes of the public at that time:
His physical condition and ailment produce a depressing and nauseating effect upon the
teachers and school children; that by reason of his physical condition he takes up an
undue portion of the teacher’s time attention, distracts the attention of other pupils, and
interferes generally with the discipline and progress of the school. (Beattie v. Board of
Education, 1919, p. 52)
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The Court upheld the school board’s decision to exclude Merritt, citing that Merritt’s presence
was “harmful to the best interests of the school” (Beattie v. Board of Education, 1919, p. 55).
The Court decided it would be better for Merritt to be placed in a school with deaf and hard of
hearing students because students with these disabilities would better accept Merritt’s “defective
appearance and speech” (Beattie v. Board of Education, 1919, p. 52). The Beattie vs. Board of
Education (1919) set precedence for 56 more years of exclusion from general education
classrooms and schools for students with disabilities. It was not until 1954, with the Brown vs.
Board of Education (1954) Supreme Court decision that a precedent was set for future right to
education cases on behalf of students with disabilities.
Parent advocacy has played a key role resulting in groundbreaking changes and
legislation for students with disabilities (Eloff, Englebrecht, Oswald, Swart, & Yssel, 2007;
Soodak, 2004). In 1971, after many years of advocacy by parents, students with disabilities, and
advocacy groups, the landmark legislation for students with disabilities, the Education of
Handicapped Act (EHA), P. L. 91-230., was passed into law (Glancy et al., 1998; Hunt &
Marshall, 1999; Soodak, 2004). A student with a disability, however may not necessarily define
them in need of special education services. A student with an Individual Education Plan
(IEP)/special education student is described as a child with a disability who falls into one of the
13 categories of special education and needs “special education” and related services to access
the general education curriculum (IDEIA, 2004).
EHA guaranteed students with disabilities the right to a free and appropriate public
education (FAPE; Eloff et al., 2007; Glancy et al., 1998; Hunt & Marshall, 1999). In 1975 EHA
was expanded to the Education for All Handicapped Children Act known as EAHCA (P.L. 94142). FAPE is defined as a free and appropriate public education consisting of special education
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and related services, at no cost to parents, specifically designed to meet students’ unique
individual educational needs (EAHCA). On March 22, 2017, the U. S. Supreme Court issued a
ruling (Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District, 2017) further clarifying educational
progress in regards to FAPE, as “markedly more demanding than the merely de ‘minimis’ test
applied by [many courts]” (p.14). The Supreme Court’s unanimous opinion, written by Chief
Justice Roberts, further stated, “A child’s educational program must be appropriately ambitious
in light of his circumstances” (p.14). In 2003, Chairman Michel N. Castle stated in the opening
statement of the hearing before the subcommittee on education, “with the passage of Individuals
with Disabilities Act, 1975 the doors of opportunity were opened” (IDEA: Focusing on
Improving Results for Children with Disabilities, 2003,p. 7). Since the passage of EHA and
subsequently Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1990 (with the reauthorizations in 1997, 1999, 2004), millions of students with disabilities have received FAPE
(U.S. Department of Education, 2007).
The Individual with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA) requires
public school systems to develop an appropriate individualized education program (IEP) for each
child. According to Hunt and Marshall (1999), an IEP is the “heart of special education law” (p.
15); it is a legally binding document that outlines the goals, objectives, services, modifications,
accommodations, amount of time in both special and general education, and the date services
begin and their duration. Per IDEIA, specific special education and related services outlined in
each IEP reflect the individualized needs of each student. Every child that qualifies for special
education services has his/her own IEP.
The EHA and IDEIA call for the least restrictive environment (LRE), which refers to the
directive that students with disabilities are to be educated to “maximum extent appropriate” with
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children without disabilities (EAHCA,1975). The service delivery for students with disabilities
varies depending on the student’s needs and the recommendations of the IEP team. Service
delivery for students who qualify for special education services follows a continuum of services
but must follow the least restrictive environment guidelines.
Students with disabilities are to be placed in the setting that is the least removed from the
general education setting and can provide the most appropriate education for the student. Service
delivery models for students with disabilities in the general education setting are being provided
in various models. The least restrictive being full inclusion in the general education classroom
with services being delivered in the classroom. These services are delivered in a variety of
models such as (a) co-teaching; (b) a teaching assistant; and (c) daily, weekly, or monthly
consultation with a service provider or a specialist working inside the classroom to provide
services (Hunt & Marshall, 1999; Rea, McLaughlin & Walther-Thomas, 2002).
Predominant Issues Affecting Special Education
Funding. A predominant issue with special education since the law’s inception, is that
IDEA has never been fully funded by the federal government (House of Representatives, 2003).
Lyn C. Woosley, a former U.S. Representative for California’s 6th congressional district, in her
address to the 108th Congress (2003), stated:
Even though federal funding for IDEA has been increasing, it is still more than $10
billion short this year. Special education costs for local districts are rising faster than
federal spending for IDEA. If Congress continues to increase funds for IDEA at this rate,
it will be the year 2035 before the federal share of IDEA is fully funded. Our children
both those with and without disabilities cannot wait 32 years to be fully funded. (p. 4)
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The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reported that in 2012-2013, 6.4
million (13%) public school children and young adults, ages 3 to 21, received services under
IDEA Part B (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Educational Statistics NCES,
2016). The lack of federal funding has caused added monetary and personnel burdens on
individual states and the public school system (House of Representatives, 2003). Additionally,
these federal funds set aside for training were specifically dedicated to the training of special
education teachers with no funds allocated for training of general educators, which encourages
the chasm between general and special education teachers (Glancy et al., 1998). As Dianne
Talarico (House of Representatives, 2003), the superintendent of Canton City school district,
passionately stated in her address to the 108th Congress:
We need to dramatically enhance and expand personnel preparation and personnel
development for educators. There is a significant shortage of fully qualified special
education teachers. It is the worst shortage in the country and is only growing. IDEA
should expand professional development support for school districts and universities to
train educators in general, special, and gifted education, both pre-service and professional
development. Teachers must know how to adapt and modify the core curriculum within
the realm of the adapted curricular standards. We need to do a better job finding
effective ways to accommodate and to teach students who offer us the greatest
challenges. We cannot simply turn them away. (p. 9)
There is an ever-increasing population of students needing special education services,
especially with the recent rise of autism and other health impairment (OHI; Boe, Barkanic &
Loew, 1999; Glancy et al., 1998; House of Representatives, 2003; Samuels, 2016; U. S.
Department of Education, 2007). Students from ages 6-21 receiving special education services
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under the category of autism rose 165% from the 2005-2006 school year to the 2014- 2015
school year (Samuels, 2016). Data from the U.S. Department of Education National Center for
Educational Statistics, (2016) shows that in 2000-2001, 93,000 students were served between the
ages of 6-21 under the eligibility of autism, increasing to 538,000 in the 2014-2015 school year.
Likewise, students served under the eligibility of OHI increased from 55,000 in 1999-2000 to
817,000 in the 2014-2015 school year (U. S. Department of Education, NCES, 2016).
Special education teacher shortage. In a review of research regarding the chronic
shortage of special educators, McLeskey, Tyler, and Flippen (2004) reported that 98% of the
nation’s school districts report special education teacher shortages. In 2014, 49 states reported a
shortage of special educators (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015). Furthermore, The U.S.
Department of Education in 2016 reported that over 12% of special educators leave the
profession at double the rate of their general education peers, while 51% of school districts
nationwide and 90% of high-poverty schools have reported having difficulty recruiting special
educators (Brownell, Smith, McNellis, 1997; U. S. Department of Education, 2016).
Combine the desperate need for special education teachers, the rise of inclusion, and the
lack of funding for special education, general education teachers are becoming more and more
responsible for educating students with disabilities (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015).
According to Boe et al. (1999), there simply are not enough qualified special education teachers
to meet the needs of students requiring special education services, further necessitating the need
for training of general education teachers and best practices in inclusion, such as co-teaching.
Inclusion
Inclusion. is a well-known term in literature and school systems; however, it is not a
term defined in special education law (Bateman & Bateman, 2001). For that reason, there is no
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agreed-upon definition of the term, and the meaning of inclusion can vary from person-to-person
(Hunt & Marshall, 1999; Villa & Thousand, 2005). According to Bateman and Bateman (2001),
Hooks and Swick (2005), and Hunt and Marshall (1999), inclusion usually refers to the practice
of students with disabilities being educated in the general education classroom alongside their
non-disabled peers for at least 80% of the school day, with the appropriate supports provided for
the student to be successful. Sacks and Watnick (2006) stated “the intention of inclusive practice
is the modification of the classroom environment so that all students receive maximum
educational services” (p. 67).
Inclusion provides special education students with positive peer role models for social
skills, appropriate behavior, and language development (Mitchum, 2005; Sacks & Watnick,
2006; Schumm & Vaughn, 1995). Successfully implemented inclusion programs give special
need students access to grade-level curricula, increase their self-esteem and personal
competence, provide a more natural social interaction with their typically developing peers, and
they have shown to increase achievement for both special education and general education
students (Ainscow & César, 2006; Hooks & Swick, 2005; Idol, 2006; Sack & Watnick, 2006;
Weiner, 2003).
Another rationale for inclusion is that recent research has shown that this practice has
positive social benefits and higher academic results for both general education and special
education students (Ainscow, 2000; Sindelar, Shearer, Liebert, & Yendol-Hoppey, 2006; U.S.
Department of Education, 2007; Weiner, 2003). According to Rea et al. (2002), it helps teach
both groups of students how to learn and be contributing members of society. Weiner (2003)
further reiterated, “general education students can achieve academically as well as or better than
their counterparts in non-inclusion classes” (p. 16). Ainscow (2006) and Sindelar et al. (2006)
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found similar results about achievement of general education students in their studies of
inclusive schools. Some reasons for this are that students in inclusion classrooms receive (a)
more individualized instruction than students in non-inclusion settings, (b) more administrative
support, (c) instruction from teachers with more specialized training, and receive the benefit of
(a) teacher collaboration, (b) peer role models, (c) cooperative groupings, and (d) qualified
assistance in the classroom (Ainscow, 2000; Sindelar et al., 2006; Weiner, 2003).
Co-teaching. Due to the rise in special education students and the increase in inclusion,
general education teachers need of training and skills to instruct students with disabilities, the
passage of No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2002), and the lack of funding, co-teaching is
increasing nationwide (U.S. Department of Education, 2009; U.S. Department of Education,
2016). Today 63.2% of students with disabilities are instructed in the general education
classroom for 80% or more of the school day. Furthermore, between 82 and 99% of secondary
special education teachers are not qualified in the content areas they teach (McLeskey &
Billingsley, 2008). Co-teaching, a model of inclusion where general education and special
education teachers work together to instruct all students resolves many of the issues regarding
compliance with federal and state laws and funding issues. Additionally, research indicates it
increases academic and social achievement for both general education and special education
students (Bryant-Davis, Dieker, Pearl, & Kirkpatrick, 2012; Villa, Thousand, Meyers, & Nevin,
1996).
Statement of the Problem
Due to the demands of NCLB and the reauthorization of the Every Student Succeeds Act
in 2015, the change of the least restrictive environment (LRE) requirement in IDEIA (2004),
parent advocacy, and the lack of federal funding for IDEIA, the push for full-inclusion and co-
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teaching has been happening in school districts throughout the United States (Hunt & Marshall,
1999; Idol, 2006; LaNear & Frattura, 2007; Sacks & Watnick, 2006; Sindelar et al., 2006).
Students with disabilities are increasing yearly nationwide (Brinkman & Twiford, 2012).
Furthermore, the number of students with disabilities being served in the general education
setting is increasing (Cleaveland, 2015; Idol, 2006). Additionally, Ainscow and César (2006)
stated that “in recent years the appropriateness of separate systems of education has been
challenged both from a human rights perspective and from the point of view of effectiveness” (p.
232).
Despite the research showing that effective inclusion results in higher academic gains and
more positive social outcomes for both special and general education students, only 53.4% of
students with disabilities (ages 6 to 21) in California, in 2014, were served in general education
settings with their typical peers for more than 80% of their school day. The percentage
nationwide was higher: 62.3% (U. S. Department of Education, 2014). California is behind the
national average of 62.3% of students in the general education setting for 80% or more of the
day. A large percentage (46 .6%) of special education students in the state of California still lack
access to co-teaching and full inclusion with their general education peers.
Another critical factor that necessitates an increase in the practice of inclusion—
specifically the co-teaching model of inclusion—is the shortage of qualified special education
teachers coupled with a decade of a high attrition rate among these educators (Boe et al., 1999;
Demik, D, 2008; Gehrke & Murri, 2006). IDEIA (2004) “requires that teachers of record be
qualified to provide instruction in all content areas, adding barriers to recruiting and retaining
qualified special education teachers” (as cited in Gehrke, & Murri, 2006, p. 179). This, in
conjunction with the strict restrictions and training requirements imposed by NCLB, make it
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extremely difficult to attract and retain qualified special education teachers (McLeskey, Tyler, &
Flippen, 2004).
As reported by UNESCO (1994), “inclusive schooling is the most effective means for
building solidarity between children with special needs and their peers” (p. 12). Additionally,
research is suggesting that effective inclusion practices, specifically co-teaching, are beneficial
for all students (Ainscow, 2003; Kloo & Zigmond, 2008; Weiner, 2003). Factors that are shown
to determine the success and sustainability of an inclusion program are (a) leadership support, (b)
school and community support, (c) the purposeful selection of students who participate, (d)
teacher training, (e) planning time, and (f) teacher attitude (Idol, 2006; Kuglemass, 2006;
Praisner, 2003; Sacks & Watnick, 2006). As Praisner (2003) stated, “to ensure the success of
inclusion, it is important that principals exhibit behaviors that advance the integration,
acceptance, and success of students with disabilities in general education classes” (p. 135).
Even with the increase of inclusion, specifically co-teaching, there is limited practitioner
orientated research on co-teaching(Austin, 2001; Kloo & Zigmond, 2008; Sileo & Van Garderen,
2010). Also, there is little research on co-teaching in high performing low socioeconomic urban
high schools. Most of the research in the field of co-teaching is based upon logistics instead of
the perspective of the co-teacher (Kloo & Zigmond, 2008; Friend, Cook, Hurley-Chamberlain, &
Shamberger, 2010). Furthermore, there needs to be more research about what works for coteachers and what needs to improve to facilitate successful co-teaching (Friend et al., 2010; Sileo
& Van Garderen, 2010).
Statement of the Purpose
There are three purposes of this case study. The first purpose of this case study is to
determine what structures and programs contribute to successful co-teaching. The second
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purpose is to explore the fundamental attitudes, practices, and relationships that contribute to
successful co-teaching partnerships in purposefully selected high-performing urban high school
setting in Southern California. The third purpose is to discover what supports, are needed to
assist schools in improving their co-teaching practices. The school chosen is a California Honor
Role school that scored above both district and state in English Language Arts, math, and science
from the 2015-2016 school year through the 2017-2019 school year.
By learning what factors contribute to the success of a high school co-teaching model
other schools, districts, and universities can utilize the knowledge to create targeted professional
development, enhance teacher training programs, and replicate the successful factors in other
school settings. According to Scruggs, Mastropieri, and McDuffie (2007), “Qualitative research
is generally appropriate for describing and providing insights about attitudes, perceptions,
interactions, classroom structure, and behaviors” (p. 394).
This study will utilize a single case study design with a mixed data collection strategies in
order to address the study problem and purpose. Creswell (2009) stated that “Case studies are a
strategy of inquiry in which the researcher explores in depth a program, event, activity, process,
or one or more individuals” (p. 13). This case study explored the fundamental attitudes,
practices, and relationships of co-teachers at a purposefully selected low socioeconomic urban
high school. Additionally, it will explore what structures and programs do the co-teachers
believe contribute to the success of co-teaching and what supports are needed to improve the
success of co-teaching. This case study will utilize a survey, observations, and interviews of
eight co-teaching teams consisting of two special education teachers and their eight general
education co-teaching partners.
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Research Questions
The following questions were asked at a purposefully selected high- performing urban
high school in Southern California. The research explored what co-teachers reported and the
researcher observed regarding:
1. What structures and programs do co-teachers believe contribute to the success of the coteaching model?
2. What attitudes, behaviors, and relationships do co-teachers contribute to the success of
the co-teaching model?
3. What supports are needed for successful co-teaching in a fully inclusive setting?
Key Terms and Operational Definitions of Variables
Academic achievement. Achievement in the public elementary academic setting, K-12,
as measured by state standardized assessments, report cards, and curriculum-based measures
(Giametti-May, 2009; Rea et al., 2002).
Attitudes. Teacher and administrative attitudes towards inclusion. Teacher and
administrative perceptions and feelings towards the inclusion of students with disabilities in the
general education classroom (Barnett & Monda-Amaya, 1998; Praisner, 2003; Villa &
Thousand, 2005).
A child with a disability. The American with Disabilities Act (1990) defines a person
with a disability as a person who has a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits
one or more major life activity. IDEA 2004 Regulations: Part 300/A/300.8 defines a child with a
disability as a child evaluated per Section 300.304 through 300.311 as having one of the 13
categories of disabilities, and who, by reason thereof, needs special education and related
services. The 13 categories of disabilities under IDEA are (a) Autism, (b) Deaf-Blindness, (c)
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Deafness, (d) Emotionally Disturbed, (e) Hearing Impairment, (f) Intellectually Disabled
(formally known as mental retardation), (g) Multiple Disabilities, (h) Orthopedic Impairment, (i)
Other Health Impairment, (j) Specific Learning Disability (SLD), (k) Speech or Language
Impairment, (l) Traumatic Brain Injury, and (m) Visually Impairment including Blindness (as
cited in LaNear & Frattura, 2007).
Continuum of placement. A term used in special education for the least restrictive
environment (LRE) placements of a student with disabilities eligible to receive special education
services. It ranges from the least restrictive being (a) general education placement with materials,
supplemental aids and support such as language and speech services; (b) general education with
itinerant or resource support; (c) special day program on a general education campus; (d) special
education campus/special schools; (e) non -public school; (f) home; (g) hospital; and (h)
residential facilities (Sec. 300.115 & Sec. 300.38 IDEIA, 2004).
Co-teaching. Co-teaching is defined as two or more licensed and credentialed teachers,
where both are special and general education teachers, “providing substantive instruction to a
diverse, or blended, group of students in a single physical space” (Cook & Friend, 1995, p. 2).
Every Child Succeeds Act (ESSA). The Every Child Succeeds Act, 2015, was signed
into law on December 10, 2015, reauthorizing the nation’s 50-year-old national education law
known as the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). ESSA replaces NCLB.
Free and appropriate public education (FAPE). Free and appropriate education is
defined as the provision of regular and special education and other related services designed to
meet a student’s individual education needs (Education for All Children Handicap Act, Public
Law 94-142) at no cost to the parents.
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Highly qualified teacher (NCLB). According to NCLB (2001), a highly qualified
teacher must have (a) a bachelor’s degree, (b) full state licensure or certification, and (c) prove
that they know the subject in which they teach (NCLB, 2002).
High performing school. A high performing school is a school that is achieving above
district, and state norms as measured by state-mandated standardized testing and alternative
measures (Fore, Hagen-Burke, Burke, Boon, & Smith, 2008; Giametti-May, 2009; Hagan-Burke
& Burke 2008; Hartfield, 2009).
Inclusion. Inclusion usually refers to the practice of students with disabilities being
educated in the general education classroom alongside their non-disabled peers for at least 80%
of the time, with the appropriate supports the child needs also provided (Bateman & Bateman,
2001; Hooks & Swick, 2005; Hunt & Marshall, 1999). According to Sacks and Watnick (2006),
“the intention of inclusive practice is the modification of the classroom environment so that all
students receive maximum educational services” (p. 67).
Individual education plan (IEP). An IEP, according to Hunt and Marshall (1999), is the
“heart of special education law” (p. 15); it is a legally binding document that outlines the goals,
objectives, services, modifications, accommodations, amount of time in both special and general
education, and the date services begin and their duration.
Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA)/Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act (IDEIA, 2004). A federal law first enacted from Education for all
Handicapped Act (EHA) of 1975 and changed when it was reauthorized in 1990 to the Individual
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). In the 2004 reauthorization of IDEA, it was changed to
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA). IDEIA ensures that all
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children age 3 - 21 with disabilities receive a free and appropriate public education (FAPE) in the
least restrictive environment (LRE).
Leadership attitudes regarding inclusion. Attitude referring to leadership’s attitude
towards children with special needs abilities, as well as a leader’s own feelings of responsibility
for these students, which tend to influence their actions with students (Cooper & Tom, 1984).
Least restrictive environment (LRE). The Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act (IDEIA), 2004 Sec. 300.114 LRE requirements stated:
Each public agency must ensure that:
(i) To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including children
in public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children
who are nondisabled; and
(ii) Special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children with disabilities
from the regular educational environment occurs only if the nature or severity of
the disability is such that education in regular classes with the use of
supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.
No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001) Public Law 107-110. The Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (ESEA) was reauthorized in 2001 to the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). NCLB
is a federal law that authorizes federal spending on programs supporting K-12 public schools.
The Act states, “To close the achievement gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that
no child is left behind” (NCLB, 2001, Sec. 1, Short Title). NCLB (2001) supports high
standards measured by standards-based testing, measurable goals, and education reform, and has
requirements for highly qualified teachers on the premise that these factors will improve
achievement and close the education gap.
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Professional development. Professional development in co-teaching, referring to formal
education and specialized training to assist co-teachers and administrators in improving their
skill, competence, effectiveness, and professional knowledge of co-teaching (Bryant-Davis et al.,
2012; Burton & Pace, 2009).
Practices. Co-teaching practices, such as logistics, planning time, roles, responsibilities,
administrative support and validation and resource allocation (Austin, 2001; Hang & Rabren,
2009; Keefe & Moore, 2004).
Program implementation. Program implementation regarding the implementation of coteaching programs in K- 12 public schools. Implementation as it relates to how well the
proposed programs or interventions are put into practice (Hang & Rabren, 2009; Isherwood &
Barger-Anderson, 2008)
Relationships. Relationships as it relates to the general education and special education
co-teaching partnership, including but not limited to, communication, respect, parity, and
responsibilities (Isherwood & Barger Anderson, 2008; Keefe & Moore, 2004).
School of Choice. School of Choice, for purposes of this study, is defined as one of the
21 high schools in the large urban school district that students may apply to for their ninth-12thgrade year. Students can apply for their home school and the schools of choice. They may select
up to 6 schools.
Section 504 Plan. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a federal law enacted
to protect the rights of individuals with disabilities in activities and programs that receive Federal
financial assistance from the U. S. Department of Education. Students in public school are
eligible for a 504 plan if the “student has an impairment which substantially limits his or her
ability to learn or another major life activity and, if so, make an individualized determination of
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the child’s educational needs for regular or special education or related aids or services,”
(Rehabilitation Act of 1973, p. 2) is an education plan to enable student to access their
educational programs such as transportation services, ramps, extra time on tests, seating
arrangements, access to nurse, etc.
Special education student. Special education student is described under federal law in
accordance with §§300.304 through 300.311 in the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEIA,
2004) as being a child with a disability who falls into one of the 13 categories and needs special
education and related services because of the disability to access the general education
curriculum (IDEIA §§300.304 through 300.311). (2; i) Subject to paragraph (a; 2; ii) of this
section, if it is determined, through an appropriate evaluation under §§300.304 through 300.311,
that a child has one of the disabilities identified in paragraph (a; 1) of this section, but only needs
a related service and not special education, the child is not a child with a disability under this
part. (ii) If, consistent with §300.39(a; 2), the related service required by the child is considered
special education rather than a related service under State standards, the child would be
determined to be a child with a disability under paragraph (a; 1) of this section.
Supports. Supports for successful co-teaching programs including, but not limited to,
leadership support, professional development trainings, and planning time (Austin, 2001; Hang
& Rabren, 2009).
Structures. Structures in place for successful co-teaching including, but not limited to,
curriculum, classroom responsibilities, student groupings, reoccurring meetings, and
instructional strategies.
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Importance of the Study
Even though co-teaching has been used as an inclusive education practice in the United
States for over 20 years and has been increasing since the enactment of the NCLB and the
reauthorization of IDEIA, there is limited research on actions of co-teachers in the classroom
(Kloo & Zigmund, 2008; Magiera, Smith, Zigmond, & Gerbauer, 2005). One common theme
throughout the research, is the lack of teacher preparation, especially for high school teachers
(Austin 2001; Keefe & Moore, 2004; Kuglemass, 2006; Sacks & Watnick, 2006). Further
research is necessary for universities and school districts to acquire additional knowledge on
successful co-teaching practices in high school settings: to gain insights on how these teachers
were prepared, what professional development and/or supports assisted in their success, and the
factors that contribute to their success (Friend, et al., 2010; Keefe & Moore, 2004). Furthermore,
there is limited research on co-teachers perspectives on co-teaching (Friend et al., 2010; Keefe &
Moore, 2004; Sileo & Van Garderen, 2010). This study will utilize a single case study design.
Creswell (2009) stated, “Case studies are a strategy of inquiry in which the researcher explores in
depth a program, activity, process, of one or more individuals” (p. 13).
Additionally, in their metasynthesis of qualitative research, Scruggs, et al. (2007) called
for future research on individual schools and how they develop genuine collaborative
partnerships and how these practices correlate to specific gains. Research indicates that one of
the main challenges in co-teaching is when the special educator is in a subordinate role in the
classroom; research on co-teachers who are true collaborative partners utilizing inclusive
instructional practices based on their professional expertise will benefit co-teaching practices and
assist in overcoming this challenge (Deiker, 2001; Keefe & Moore, 2004). Currently, there is a
shortage of research on co-teaching in high- performing schools (Hagen-Burke & Burke, 2008;

18

Sacks & Watnick, 2006). In this era of high accountability, research into successful co-teaching
is imperative.
The data from this study can be used by universities, teacher training programs, school
districts, and co-teachers to develop their practice further. Universities and school districts can
utilize the research to provide targeted instruction and professional development to new teachers,
ongoing teacher training, paraprofessional training, and supporting staff members. Additionally,
this research will add to the body of research on co-teaching.
Historically, students with disabilities have been underserved and marginalized
(Ainscow, 2000; Glancy et al., 1998; Kozol, 2005; Kugelmass, 2006; Martin, 1997). Even
though there are now laws in place stating that they are to be educated to the maximum extent
possible alongside their same-age peers this is not happening for 37.4% of the students with
disabilities (U.S. Department of Education, 2016; IDEA 2004). Inclusive education means that
all students in a school, regardless of their strengths or weaknesses in any area, are educated
together, receive maximum educational services, and all are integral contributing members of the
school community (Sacks & Watnick, 2006). Inclusive education is now policy that is being
pushed into schools across the nation. Research over the past 20 years indicates that teachers’
and administrators’ attitudes, actions, planning time, professional development, and
administrative support are the most critical predictors for successful inclusion programs
(Kuglemass, 2006; Praisner, 2003; Sacks & Watnick, 2006; Weiner, 2003).
According to the U.S. Department of Education (2007), the inclusion of students with
disabilities into the general education classroom is ever increasing. Recent research suggests that
inclusion enhances the academic and social achievement of all students. The NCLBA’s goal was
that 100% of students will achieve proficiency in reading and math by the year 2014 (Allen,
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Glassman, Riegel, & Dawson, 2013). Schools that did not make adequate yearly progress
(AYP) and were required to offer school choice to parents, provide supplemental services,
develop school improvement plans, some schools were/are being reconstituted and some were
taken over by the state (Gorden, 2006).
Recently, under ESEA states can obtain an ESEA waiver against the penalties and
requirements of NCLB, in return for a state-developed comprehensive and rigorous plan for
educational improvement (U.S. Department of Education, 2013). Plans must show how each
state plans to improve the quality of instruction and educational outcomes for all students, close
the achievement gaps, and increase educational equity. As of May 2013, 34 states have obtained
waivers (U.S. Department of Education, 2013). On August 6, 2013, eight school districts in
California: Los Angeles, Fresno, Long Beach, Oakland, Sacramento, San Francisco, Sanger, and
Santa Ana formed a partnership and obtained a waiver.
Additionally, NCLB requires all teachers to be highly qualified and credentialed in the
areas of instruction. In secondary classrooms, this is a dilemma due to the necessary level of
competency in content areas. According to the NCLB requirements, high school special
educators would need to obtain a secondary credential(s) in content areas for them to be
considered highly qualified. As it stands, there is already a nationwide shortage of special
education teachers and content area teachers in math and English.
To meet the requirements, co-teaching is quickly expanding across the nation. In a coteaching model, the general educator is the content expert specializing in structuring,
understanding, and pacing the curriculum for students, and the special educator specializes in
identifying the unique learning needs of students and differentiating the instruction and
curriculum to meet students’ individual needs.
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In 2015, when ESEA came under review and was reauthorized to Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA, 2015), the NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers became less
stringent. Schools no longer need to send letters to parents if their child’s teacher is not
credentialed in the area they are instructing. Schools do, however, still need to provide parents
with their child’s teacher or paraprofessional professional background and credentials if they
inquire. Special educators are still held to a higher standard. They must hold a bachelor’s
degree and be credentialed in special education by the state in which they are teaching.
Successful inclusion of students with disabilities in general education has been a major
problem in the United States (Lipsky & Gartner, 1996; Villa & Thousand, 2005). Education for
students with disabilities was not a requirement under the law until 1970 with the enactment of
Education for the Handicapped Act, P.L. 91-230 (EHA, 1970). Before 1971, over a million
children with disabilities were not allowed in public schools. For the past 46 years parents of
students with disabilities and advocates have been pushing for an increase in inclusion practices.
With the passage of NCLB (2001), recently reauthorized as ESSA and the highly qualified
teacher requirement, inclusion, specifically co-teaching, has been ever increasing. For inclusion
to be successful, it is necessary that school site administrators embrace inclusive practices and
provide necessary support to staff (Allen et al., 2006; Praisner, 2003; Villa & Thousand, 2005).
The principal’s attitude is pivotal in the implementation of change at a school site. School site
administrators, general education, and special education teachers need to be trained willing
participants with positive attitude towards inclusion (Austin, 2001; Praisner, 2003; Villa &
Thousand, 2005).
Additionally, studies have shown that common planning time, content knowledge
especially in secondary schools, administrative support, parity amongst co-teachers, smaller class
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size, needed supports and materials, and training are critical factors in successful co-teaching
partnerships (Bryant-Davis et al., 2012; Hang & Rabren, 2009; Magieria et al., 2005).
Throughout all the research on inclusion and co-teaching for the past 40 years, the most critical
factor was training of staff, especially co-teaching partners (Giametti-May, 2009; Keefe &
Moore, 2004; Wang & Baker, 1985).
Key Assumptions
As an administrator for 6 years, with over 25 years of experience in the classroom both in
general and special education K-12 and university, I brought certain assumptions to the study.
There are seven fundamental assumptions guiding the methodology and structure of this study:
1. The first assumption is that all educators aspire to have all their students learn to the
best of their abilities;
2. The second is that all teachers believe in rigor, high expectations, and quality
education for all. Furthermore, all co-teachers work together to differentiate
instruction for students’ differing abilities and providing necessary accommodations
enabling all students to access a rigorous high-quality research-based curriculum;
3. Third, educators continually learn and seek knowledge to improve their practice.
Through professional development opportunities, study, or required training, teachers
seek to strengthen their skills, practices, and pedagogy;
4. The fourth assumption is that educators with various levels of experience, educational
preparation, and differing backgrounds, and belief systems, will respect and value
each other as professionals. It is further assumed that the co-teachers work together
in the best interest of students and that general education and special education
teachers value each other’s contributions. It is assumed that general education and
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special education teachers will view one another as equals, although the general
education teacher may be viewed as the content expert and the special education as
the expert in differentiation and providing accommodations. It is assumed that coteaching partners treat each other professionally, are friendly towards each other, and
will support each other so that all students can succeed;
5. The fifth assumption is that all participants will answer survey and interview
questions honestly and without bias;
6. A sixth assumption is that all participants understand the term and concepts of coteaching and inclusion; and
7. The seventh and final assumption is that I will conduct research and analyze data
without bias.
Limitations of the Study
The size and nature of the study sample is a limitation of the study that would restrict any
generalizing of study findings. For more generalizable results, the study would need to include a
larger and more heterogeneous sample representing highs schools within and outside of
California; high schools of all sizes; private, independent, and charter schools; and more
stratified socioeconomic backgrounds.
The population of students with IEPs at the school site is only 6%; however, 4% of the
students have 504 plans, for a total of 11% of the student population requiring accommodations
and extra assistance with instruction. Most school sites in the large urban districts in California
have an average of 10% to 11% of students with disabilities.
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Additionally, willingness to co-teach as part of the hiring process when the school first
opened in 2014. Many co-teaching administrators cannot plan a program and carefully select
teachers in the hiring process.
Delimitations of the Study
This study is delimited to one medium-sized public, non-charter, high performing school
of choice high school in one of the largest urban school districts in Southern California. There
will be ten participants in the study, two special education co-teachers and their eight general
education co-teaching partners. For more generalizable results, the study would need to include a
larger and more heterogeneous sample representing high schools within and outside of
California; high schools of all sizes; charter, private, and independent schools, and more
stratified socioeconomic backgrounds.
Organization of Study
The study will include five chapters. Chapter 1 is an introduction to the study. Chapter 2
is a review of literature. Chapter 3 concerns the methodology of the study. Chapter 4 is the
results, and Chapter 5 encompasses the findings. The introduction includes the history of special
education from before the enactment of special education law when over a million students were
excluded from public education to today where there is a push for full inclusion of students with
disabilities, which has led to the rise in co-teaching throughout the United States. Additionally,
the statement of the problem is analyzed providing the context to understand the problem and
outlining the importance of the case study. The statement of purpose is discussed, research
questions are delineated, and key terms are defined. Chapter 1 concludes with the importance of
the study, assumptions, delimitations, and limitations of the study. Chapter 2 is the literature
review and consists of research on the history of special education concentrating on inclusion,
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attitudes towards inclusion, academic achievement and inclusion, professional development, and
concluding with the implementation of the co-teaching model.
Chapter 3 explains the research design and methodology that will be used in the study.
The chapter restates the purpose of the study and research questions. The research design and the
rationale for the design are discussed. The sampling method, setting, and plans for the treatment
of human subjects are outlined in detail. Confidentiality is considered along with the delineation
of the data collection methods. In conclusion, instrumentation and data analysis and
interpretation are discussed.
Chapter 4 discusses the analysis and results of the study in regards to the three stated
research questions. Chapter 5 is a summary of the study, discussion of the findings, implications
for practice, and recommendations for further research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Due to the demands of NCLB, ESSA, the change of LRE requirements in IDEIA, and the
lack of funding for IDEIA, full-inclusion: specifically, co-teaching has been increasing
throughout school districts in the United States (Sindelar, Shearer, Yendol-Hoppey & Leibert,
2006). The era of accountability in education took hold with the reauthorization of IDEIA
(2004), NCLB (2002), and ESSA, 2015. Currently, in the state of California, all school
performance levels are readily accessible via the state’s website. School performance levels are
a factor in home values and school choice. School performance levels have even driven parents
to push for schools to be taken over by other entities or shut down (Wong & Shen, 2002). Even
though research has shown that co-teaching is an effective practice for increasing student
achievement, currently, there is a dearth of research on co-teaching practices in high-performing
schools (LaNear & Frattura, 2007; Sacks & Watnick, 2006).
Inclusion practices, specifically co-teaching, have shown to have effective results in
academics and social outcomes for both special education and general education students
(Giametti-May, 2009; Hartfield, 2009). California, however, is behind the national norm of
public education that involves an inclusion setting (U.S. Department of Education, 2014).
Research has shown that the most critical factors in the success of co-teaching are relationships,
attitudes, practices, and quality professional development. Sustained collaborative, jobembedded, data-driven, classroom-focused professional development has shown to have the
largest effect on successful co-teaching partnerships and is a factor of ESSA (ESSA, 2015;
Friend et al. 2010; Villa & Thousand, 2014).
Over the past four decades, a philosophical, theoretical, and ideological debate regarding
inclusion has ensued among the disability community and the community at large (Fuchs &
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Fuchs, 1998; Fuchs, Fuchs, & Stecker, 2010; Lipsky & Gartner, 1996; Pfeiffer & Reddy, 1999;
Stainback & Stainback, 1987). This literature review provides an overview of the historical,
theoretical, and empirical research behind inclusion, attitudes toward inclusion, the academic
achievement of students educated in inclusive settings, implementation of co-teaching,
relationships and practices of effective co-teaching, research on professional development for coteaching, and the implications and practice of co-teaching. As Weiner (2003) noted, “underlying
attitudes and beliefs can create conditions that either put students at risk of failing or help them
learn well” (p. 13). In this era of accountability, school administrators are held accountable for
the academic achievement of all students (Cox, 2008; Gordon, 2006; Hartfield, 2009; Praisner,
2003). School leaders and educators play a vital role in the success of inclusion, and their
perceptions and attitudes influence their school’s climate (Butler-Hayes, 1995; Carpenter &
Dyal, 2007; Cox, 2008; Cruzeiro & Morgan, 2006; Praisner, 2003).
Acknowledging the need for a commonly held meaning of the term inclusion, The
National Center on Educational Restructuring and Inclusion (1995) created a working definition
of inclusion:
Inclusion is the provision of services to students with disabilities, including those with
severe impairments, in the neighborhood school, in age-appropriate general education
classes, with the necessary support services and supplementary aids (for the child and the
teacher) both to assure the child’s success – academic, behavioral and social – and to
prepare the child to participate as a full and contributing member of the society. (p. 3)
The two main philosophical theories behind inclusion are (a) equity for all and (b) social
and academic gains for students with disabilities (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994; Gordon, 2006; Lipsky &
Gartner, 1987, 1996; Pfeiffer & Reddy, 1999; Stainback & Stainback, 1992; Villa & Thousand,
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2005). Dorothy Kerzner Lipsky, the director of the National Center on Educational
Restructuring and Inclusion for City University of New York’s Graduate School and University
Center, and her research partner Alan Gartner (also of City University of New York) view full
inclusion and inclusive education as a moral imperative in American education and society
(Lipsky & Gartner, 1996). Full inclusionists argue that inclusion and inclusive education occur
when all children are educated in the general education classroom, no matter the severity of their
disability, for 100% of the school day with necessary supports (Gartner & Lipsky, 1989; Idol,
1997; Stainback & Stainback, 1992). More specifically, they regard inclusion as a matter of
equity and social justice and believe the American educational system needs to be transformed
into one of inclusive education for all (Gartner & Lipsky, 1989; Lipsky & Gartner, 1996).
Richard A. Villa, president of Bayridge Consortium and author of over 100 articles and
books pertaining to inclusion and Jacqueline Thousand, professor in the College of Education at
California State University San Marcos explained that inclusion “assumes that living and
learning together benefits everyone, not just children labeled as having a difference; that every
child (each citizen in a democracy) has the inalienable right to belong” (Villa & Thousand, 2005,
p. 5).
As Sacks and Watnick (2006) noted, “the intention of inclusive practice is the
modification of the classroom environment so that all students receive maximum educational
services” (p. 67). UNESCO (1994) reported that “inclusive schooling is the most effective means
for building solidarity between children with special needs and their peers” (p. 12). Furthering
that notion, many full inclusion proponents believe that students with exceptional needs will
perform better academically and socially if educated alongside their non-disabled peers (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 1998; Gordon, 2006; Lipsky & Gartner, 1996). For example, Mitchum (2005), Sacks and
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Watnick (2006), and Schumm and Vaughn (1995) believe inclusion provides special education
students with positive peer role models for social skills, appropriate behavior, and language.
That being said, research has shown that successfully implemented inclusion programs give
special need students access to grade-level curricula, increase their self-esteem and personal
competence, provide a more natural social interaction with their typically developing peers, and
have shown to increase achievement for both special education and general education students
(Ainscow & César, 2006; Hooks & Swick, 2005; Idol, 2006; Sack & Watnick, 2006; Weiner,
2003).
Historically, the rights of children with disabilities have been played out in the courts
(Faircloth, 2004; Gordon, 2006; Hunt & Marshall, 1999; LaNear & Frattura, 2007; Pfieffer &
Reddy, 1999). Legislation and judicial interpretations that at one time excluded children with
disabilities have transformed to ones of inclusion and integration into the general education
setting (Gordon, 2006; Kubicek, 1994; LaNear & Frattura, 2007; Lipsky & Gartner, 1996). To
fully understand the four decades of debate over inclusion it is necessary to be familiar with the
history of special education. LaNear and Frattura (2007) opined, “Deeper investigation into each
of these enactments and judicial opinions can help to enhance our understanding of the variety of
truths experienced by students with disabilities, as well as their parents, teachers, and advocates”
(p. 105).
This literature review begins with the history of inclusion in the United States from the
major court cases through the enactment of legislation for students with disabilities and the push
for inclusion. This review of literature is organized into nine sections: (a) history of inclusion in
special education, (b) inclusion debate, (c) attitudes towards inclusion,(d) inclusion model and
student achievement, (e) inclusion model of co-teaching, (f) benefits of co-teaching,
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(g) challenges of co-teaching, (h) professional development, and (i) co-teaching in the era of
accountability.
History of Inclusion in Special Education
Binghampton University scholar Kuglemass (2006) noted that,
just as the Brown vs. Board of Education has not ended segregated schooling, thirty years
of federal legislation calling for the education of all children in the “least restrictive
environment” has similarly not ended the practice of separating students with disabilities
from their typical peers in school. (p. 280)
According to the 28th Annual Report to Congress of the Implementation of the Individuals with
Disabilities Act, Parts B and C (U. S. Department of Education, 2009), in 2004 only 52% of the
students with disabilities (ages 6-21), were being served for 79% or more of the day in the
general education environment. In 2014, the percentage increased to 62.6% (U. S. Department of
Education, 2016). In 2004, 26% of the students with disabilities were in general education for
40% to79% of the school day; in 2014, this percentage decreased to 18.6%. Likewise, the
percentage for students educated for 40% or less of the day in the general education setting
decreased from 18% in 2004 to 13.5% in 2014. Conversely, the percentage of students with
disabilities being served in separate special education facilities for 100% of the day increased
from 2004 to 2014 from 4% to 5.3% (U.S. Department of Education, 2016).
Court cases. Court decisions beginning with Brown vs. Board of Education in 1954 to
the most current groundbreaking decision in Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District
(2017) are the backbone of special education law. Court decisions have paved the way for the
passage of legislation protecting the rights of children of disabilities to a free and appropriate
public education.
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Brown vs. Board of Education. In the landmark Supreme Court case, Brown vs. Board of
Education (1954), a precedent was set for future right to education cases on behalf of students
with disabilities. In this case, Chief Justice Warren, writing for the majority, distinguished
education as the most important purpose of the United States government. Stating that education
was essential for citizens to exercise their most basic civic responsibilities, Warren wrote:
In these days it is doubtful that any child may reasonably be expected to succeed in life if
he is denied the opportunity of an education. Such an opportunity, where the State has
undertaken to provide it, is a right that must be made available to all on equal terms.
(Brown v. Board of Education, 1954, p. 493)
Approximately 20 years later, in 1971, the first court case specifically concerning the
rights of children with disabilities to receive a free and appropriate education (FAPE) in the
regular education setting was tested in the courts. The Consent Agreement for PARC v.
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1972) was groundbreaking legislation for the rights of children
with disabilities to receive an education and be included in the regular education classroom
(Gordon, 2006; LaNear & Frattura, 2007; Lipsky & Gartner, 1996).
PARC v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1972). In 1971, a group of parents
represented under the Pennsylvania Association for Mentally Retarded Children (PARC) filed a
class-action suit against the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania on behalf of mentally disabled
children who had been denied access to a free appropriate public education. PARC claimed that
the mentally disabled children were being denied their fourteenth amendment rights of equal
protection. On October 7, 1971, PARC and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania came to an
amicable Consent Agreement. The Consent Agreement, Section II, number 4 stated, “all
mentally retarded persons are capable of benefiting from a program of education and training”
(1972, p.11 ).
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Additionally, it stated that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania will provide a “free and
appropriate public education” (FAPE) for all children ages 6 to 21 and “more specifically to
include all of its exceptional children” (Pennsylvania Association for Mentally Retarded
Children v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 1972, section II, 4).
Furthermore, Section II, Number 8 is the first court case paving the way for inclusion.
Number 8 stated:
placement in a regular public school class is preferable to placement in
a special public school class and placement in a special public school class is preferable
to placement in any other type of program of education and training (Pennsylvania
Association for Mentally Retarded Children, v Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 1971).
Mills v Board of Education, 1972. FAPE was again tested in the case of Mills v. Board
of Education (1972). In 1972, a civil action was filed against the District of Columbia’s Board
of Education on the behalf of seven school-age children with varying disabilities including
mental retardation, physical impairments, and behavioral disturbances. They claimed that they
were being denied their access to free and appropriate education (FAPE) without proper due
process. The Board stated that the children were uneducable in a public school due to their
mental illness and mental retardation. The Board denied them access to public schools and
refused to pay for their education because it was too expensive. Meanwhile, the children stayed
at home without access to education. The Court ruled in favor of the plaintiff stating that
education must be provided, regardless of the cost to the school board, thus reiterating a child’s
right to free and appropriate education (FAPE).
The rulings in the PARC and Mills cases were pivotal in the rights to an education for
children with disabilities. They paved the way for future legislation and increased awareness of
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education for all children, no matter their disability. Subsequently, in 1974, Congress amended
existing laws to contain “the goal of full educational opportunity for students with disabilities”
(Katsiyannis, Yell, & Bradley, 2001, p. 325).
Timothy v. Rochester School, 1989. In 1989, the zero-rejection policy of the denial of a
FAPE was instituted. Timothy W. was a boy with multiple handicaps and severe profound
mental retardation due to medical complications starting at birth (Timothy v. Rochester School,
1989). Rochester Northern Illinois School District had provided him with services; however, the
district had denied him educational services once he reached school age. In 1988, Rochester
School District alleged that Timothy W. was so severely and profoundly handicapped that he
could not benefit from education, and the district court agreed. In 1989, the United States Court
of Appeals reversed the lower court’s decision that denied Timothy W. an education stating the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA, 1975) meant all children. Justice
Bownes further reiterated that the language of the Act is unequivocal:
The language of the Act in its entirety makes clear that a “zero-reject” policy is at the
core of the Act, and that no child, regardless of the severity of his or her handicap, is to
ever again be subjected to the deplorable state of affairs which existed at the time of the
Act’s passage, in which millions of handicapped children received inadequate education
or none at all. In summary, the Act mandates an appropriate public education for all
handicapped children, regardless of the level of achievement that such children might
attain (Timothy v Rochester School, 1989, p. 961).
Daniel R.R. v. State Board of Education, 1989. The Daniel R. R. v. State Board of
Education case (1989) reinforced the continuum of services, and set a two-pronged test to
determine if the District complied with EHA:
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1. Can education in the regular classroom with the use of supplemental aids and services
be achieved satisfactorily?
2. If it cannot, has the school mainstreamed the child to the maximum extent
appropriate? (p. 1048)
Daniel R. R. was a 6-year-old boy with Down Syndrome who was mentally retarded with
a speech impairment and functioned on a 2-3-year old level. In pre-kindergarten, Daniel began
attending half day in the regular education class and half-day in a special education program.
Soon into the school year, the teacher began having great difficulty with Daniel in the classroom.
He needed constant one-on-one attention from the aide or teacher to participate. Even with
modification of the pre-kindergarten curriculum beyond recognition, Daniel failed to master any
of the pre-kindergarten skills. Therefore, the Accelerated Rehabilitation Disposition (ARD)
team reconvened and changed Daniel’s placement to a special education classroom with
mainstreaming for lunch and recess.
Daniel’s parents felt that Daniel was being denied his right to LRE. The hearing officer
found that Daniel was highly disruptive in class, taking an exorbitant amount of the teacher’s
attention and time away from the other students. Additionally, it was found that it was necessary
for the teacher to modify the curriculum by 90 to 100 % for Daniel to master it. Senior Circuit
Judge Swygert in the writing of the majority opinion stated, “while (P.L. 94-142) does indeed
mandate as much mainstreaming as possible, it does not compel the state to establish entire new
levels of public education services to satisfy this requirement” (p. 54). Furthermore, in Daniel R.
R. v. State Board of Education (1989), the court stated that general education teachers are not
required to “devote all or most of their time to one handicapped child, or to modify education
programs beyond recognition” (p. 1048).
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Legislation. Throughout history, laws have been enacted to protect the rights of people
with disabilities. Before the IDEA, the civil rights law that prohibits discrimination based on a
disability, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 protected people with disabilities and
still protects student with disabilities who may not qualify for special education.
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA), 1975 (P.L. 94-142).
EAHCA, passed in 1975, was groundbreaking legislation requiring all public schools that accept
federal funds to provide equal access to education and one free meal a day for children with
disabilities. EAHCA calls for the least restrictive environment (LRE), meaning students with
disabilities are to be educated to the maximum extent appropriate with children without
disabilities (Education for All Handicapped Children Act, 1975). The law stated:
To the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped children, including those children in
public and private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are
not handicapped, and that special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of
handicapped children from the regular educational environment occurs only when the
nature or severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes with the use of
supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily. (P.L. 94-142 § 1412[5]
[B])
The service delivery for students with disabilities varies depending on the student’s needs
and the recommendations of the IEP team. The service delivery for students who qualify for
special education services follows a continuum of services but must follow the LRE guidelines
(Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998). Students with disabilities are to be placed in the setting that is the least
removed from the general education setting, and that will provide the most appropriate education
for the student. Various service delivery models are available for students with disabilities in the
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general education setting. The least restrictive is full inclusion, with services being brought to
the student in the classroom. Services are delivered in a variety of formats such as (a) resource
specialist teacher; (b) a teaching assistant; (c) daily, weekly, or monthly consultation with a
service provider; (d) co-teaching or a specialist working inside the classroom to provide services
(Hunt & Marshall, 1999; Rea et al., 2002).
The next least restrictive model is the pull-out model, with services being delivered for a
small portion of the day in a resource room. The third least restrictive environment is a selfcontained special day classroom on a general education campus with special education students
spending part of their day mainstreaming with their typical peers. The most far removed from
the general education setting on the continuum is placement in a separate school to address the
needs of students with profound or severe disabilities. This is a rare occurrence and only used if
the child’s needs are so severe they cannot be handled in another environment. Many times the
placement is temporary, such as a school in a psychiatric hospital. Other students may be placed
in non-public schools, long term residential programs, or private schools, if the school district
cannot provide an appropriate education for them (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998; Hunt & Marshall,
1999).
Regular Education Initiative (REI). In November 1986, Madeline Will, the Assistant
Secretary of the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) for the U. S.
Department of Education, recommended a delivery approach titled the Regular Education
Initiative (REI), which “unleashed what can be described as a firestorm within the education
field” (Kubicek, 1994, p. 28). In her report to the Secretary of Education on the status of the
nation’s programs for helping students with learning problems, Will (1986) called for
reorganizing special education with a major emphasis on the regular classroom:
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The heart of this commitment is the search for ways to serve as many of these children as
possible in the regular classroom by encouraging special education and other special
programs to form a partnership with regular education. (p. 20)
Will’s report (1986) commented on the deficiencies of the "pull-out programs”
constituting a divide, a “dual system” of educating children (p. 8). Furthermore, the report called
for the training of teachers and administrators “to develop and manage innovative programs” and
partnerships between special and regular education “to support regular education in educating
children with learning problems” (Will, 1986, p. 20). Will called for a transformation of the
current dual system of special education and encouraged an inclusive system of education. In the
conclusion of her report, Will stated, “we need to visualize a system that will bring the program
to the child rather than one that brings the child to the program” (p. 23).
The REI, however, did not give a detailed blueprint to transform the delivery system; it
was primarily a response to the issues that existed in special education (Jenkins, Pious, &
Peterson, 1988; Kauffman, 1989; Kubicek, 1994). Those who argued against REI and many
researchers stated REI is “primarily a political strategy, not a reform movement based on
rigorous policy analysis, reliable empirical data, or careful logical analysis” (Kauffmen, Braaten,
Nelson, & Polsgrove, 1990, p. 3). The definitions for what REI is and what it entails are
numerous and are the impetus behind the inclusion debate (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1991; Kubicek,
1994).
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). In 1990, EHA was reauthorized
and changed to the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA). Amendments were made in IDEA
(1990), extending LRE to not only that children are to be educated to the maximum extent
appropriate with general education peers, but additionally, they are to be educated in the same
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classroom that they would be in if they were non-disabled. IDEA (1997) amended and expanded
LRE adding that all students would have “access to the general curriculum” (as cited in Glancy
et al., 1998; Hunt & Marshall, 1999; Liebert et al., 2006).
The most critical change in LRE and the main cause behind the recent push for inclusion
and the inclusion model of co-teaching happened with the reauthorization of IDEA in 2004.
Congress reauthorized IDEA in 2004 through the Individuals with Disabilities Improvement Act
(IDEIA, 2004). IDEIA (2004), Sec. 300.114 stated:
i. To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including children in
public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are
nondisabled; and
ii. Special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children with disabilities from
the regular educational environment occurs only if the nature or severity of the disability
is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services
cannot be achieved satisfactorily.
In addition, IDEIA (2004) called for student’s IEP goals to be aligned with each state’s
description of adequate yearly progress (AYP) according to the No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB, 2001). NCLB holds schools accountable for all students, including those with
disabilities, and requires that all students meet AYP goals. This has further fueled inclusion
practices, specifically co-teaching and the integration of general and special education students.
Inclusion Debate
Kavale and Forness (2000) noted, “Inclusion appears to have created an ideological
divide in special education” (p. 279). The inclusion debate began back in 1971 with PARC v.
Pennsylvania and is still currently under contention. According to Fuchs and Fuchs (1995,
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1998), there are two types of inclusionists: full inclusionists and inclusionists. Full inclusionists
argue that all students with disabilities should be included full time in the general education
classroom no matter the severity of the disability or the needs of the student for 100% of the
school day (Lipsky & Gartner 1987; Stainback & Stainback, 1992). By contrast, inclusionists
believe that students with disabilities should be educated on a continuum of service placements
to achieve their maximum potential (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998; Fuchs et al., 2010). Villa and
Thousand (2005) stated that “inclusive education commits to every [emphasis added] child and
that child’s differing needs; thus, a constellation of services be taken to the child rather than the
child being taken to the services” (p. 171).
According to Fuchs and Fuchs (1998), full inclusionist parents are willing to make the
sacrifice of trading off their child’s academic skills in favor of gaining social skills and
improving others’ attitudes. Conversely, inclusionists are predominantly vested in the academic
progress of children (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998). Most parents who push for full inclusion are
parents of severely mentally disabled children; these are only about 1/10th of the population of
students with disabilities. In contrast, almost all other disability advocacy groups such as the
Council for Children with Behavior Disorders, the Learning Disabilities Association, American
Council of the Blind, Commission on the Education of the Deaf, and the Council for Exceptional
Children renounce full inclusion and have made strong public announcements in favor of a
continuum of placement options (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995).
Inclusionists believe in inclusion for students when students and staff are ready and able.
They believe that the key to successful implementation is realistic expectations, training, and
expertise of staff, positive attitudes of all parties involved, and with necessary supports in place;
by contrast, some full inclusionists want to abolish special education altogether (Ainscow &
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César, 2006; Fuchs & Fuchs 2006; Fuchs et al., 2010; Gordon, 2006; Pfeiffer & Reddy, 1999).
Moreover, some full inclusionists believe if full inclusion were to be mandated, then all schools
would be forced to “create and provide whatever necessary to ensure that all students have
access to meaningful learning” (Villa & Thousand, 2005, p. 3).
Full inclusionists. There are three main groups of full inclusionists: (a) a group that
advocates for full dismantling of special education, (b) a group of fiscal conservatives and
policymakers that see full inclusion as a cost-saving measure, and (c) a group that calls for full
inclusion with the necessary supports and services brought to the general education classroom
(Fuchs & Fuchs 1998; Pfieffer & Reddy, 1999; Villa & Thousand, 2005). The first group of full
inclusionists believes, “the touchstone concept is that general education is expandable; special
education—in lesser or greater degrees—is expendable” (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006, p. 308). These
full inclusionists want to get rid of special education altogether. They argue for the full
dismantlement of special education, thus eliminating the need for special education teachers,
special placements, related services, and the process of qualifying students for special education
(Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995; Stainback & Stanback, 1992). They want all students grouped in the
regular classroom with no special services. One contention of the full inclusionists is that special
education is a crutch to general education because general educators use special education as a
dumping ground (Pfieffer & Reddy, 1999; Stainback & Stainback, 1992). They theorize that
getting rid of special education will force schools and school districts to undertake the hard work
necessary to transform their educational practices to serve all children in an inclusive setting
(Fuchs et al., 2010; Lipsky & Garnter, 1987; Pfeiffer & Reddy, 1999; Stainback & Stainback,
1992). Essentially, “they assert that elimination of a separate system of special education would
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cause general education to become a more responsive, innovative, and humane system” (Braaten
& Gable, 1995, p. 4).
One of the most influential advocacy groups for full inclusion is mainly made up of
parents of children with severe intellectual disabilities, who feel that the primary responsibility of
an educator is to nourish friendships between students with disabilities and their non-disabled
peers (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998). They feel that, for children with severe disabilities to be
productive members of society, they must learn the necessary social and functional skills in a
mainstream environment. They believe that to meet these objectives it is imperative that
children with severe disabilities interact with their age-appropriate non-disabled peers regularly
in a general education classroom. These parents, along with other parents of students with
severe disabilities, argue for full inclusion with necessary supports (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998;
Zhang, 2001). They are highly influential advocates for children with severe disabilities,
rejecting the notion of LRE and calling for full inclusion in the regular education classroom for
100% of the time. These proponents of full inclusion reject special education placement, arguing
that historically it has been regarded by students, teachers, administrators, and the community as
the place for the undesirables and unteachables (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995; Pfeiffer & Reddy, 1999).
Another point, full inclusionists make is, since the passage of P.L. 94-142, students with
intellectual disabilities and other more severe disabilities are still being denied access to the
general education classroom (Fuchs & Fuchs 1998; Stainback & Stainback, 1987).
In 1995, Justine Maloney, the legislative chairman of the Learning Disabilities
Association of America stated that for 15 years of the passage of P.L. 94-142, many students
with disabilities, especially those with severe disabilities were still being denied access to the
general education classroom (Maloney, 1994). She reported that only 30% of students with
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intellectual disabilities and 24% with multiple disabilities received their education in a resource
room or general education classroom; however, 76% percent of students with learning
disabilities received their education in those placements (Maloney, 1994).
The second group of full inclusionists is comprised of fiscal conservatives, including
administrators and politicians, who argue for full inclusion as a cost-saving measure. They push
for students to be placed in full inclusion without necessary supports (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998).
They perceive inclusion as an avenue to cut special education costs (Pfeiffer & Reddy, 1999).
Special education costs are increasingly encroaching upon the general education budget.
In the 2016-2017 school year, the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD), the nation’s
second-largest school district, special education costs were $1,549.2 billion. Federal and state
revenues for special education were $114.1 million and $338.6 million, respectively. Nine
hundred and seventeen ($917) million dollars were appropriated from general education funds to
compensate for the difference in special education costs for the 2016-2017 fiscal year.
Full inclusionists argued that costs in general education are far less than special
classrooms or special schools (Fuchs et al., 2010; Pfieffer & Reddy, 1999). In the 2014-2015
school year, the average cost per student in the general education classroom with resource
specialist support was an additional $5,417 versus up to an additional $25,245 per student in a
moderate to severe special day program at a comprehensive public school campus. Average
yearly costs for a student with disabilities increase with more restrictive settings. For example,
the average yearly cost for a student in a nonpublic school setting is $29,441, a special education
center: $40,048, and the most restrictive setting a residential treatment center: $114,611.
Conversely, the average cost of behavior intervention implementation (BII) service or a one-to-
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one assistant was $45,077, which dramatically increases the cost of a student in the general
education setting or in a special day program, and can be considered to be more restrictive.
The third group of full inclusionists argued that special education should provide all
services to both general education students and students with disabilities in the regular education
classroom (Fuchs et al., 2010; Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, & Schattman,1993;
Lipsky & Garnter, 1991; Stainback & Stainback, 1985). In 1979, The Association for Persons
with Severe Handicaps (TASH) adopted a resolution calling for all students with severe
disabilities to be integrated and educated in the general education classroom alongside their nondisabled peers (Stainback & Stainback, 1992).
The main theory shared by many full inclusionists is that full inclusion provides three
important benefits for non-disabled children and children with mild/moderate disabilities:
“education of future service providers, education of future parents, and development of
perspective” (Stainback & Stainback, 1987, p. 9). They believe that the best way for future
nurses, therapists, doctors, special educators, and other service providers to gain the skills and
attitudes to be effective practitioners for people with special needs is to grow up and be educated
alongside them. Moreover, Stainback and Stainback (1987) explained that since most children
with intellectual disabilities are educated separately, many parents of children with severe
intellectual disabilities grew up never having seen a child with severe intellectual disabilities.
These full inclusionists believe that growing up and being educated alongside their severely
disabled peers will give future parents better knowledge, experience, and to be better prepared, to
be a parent of a child with severe disabilities (Stainback & Stainback, 1992). Finally, full
inclusionists feel that non-disabled peers will gain valuable personal perspective, emotional, and
social skills by being educated alongside their disabled peers (Stainback & Stainback, 1987).
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Stainback and Stainback (1987) reiterated that “only through individually meaningful,
comprehensive, and longitudinal exposure and experience can we realize how important it is to
learn to live, work, and play together and affirm and enjoy the beauties and inherent value of
individual differences” (p. 10).
According to Fuchs and Fuchs (1998), inclusionists believe it is the responsibility of
special education and general education educators to work together in helping students with
disabilities gain knowledge, self-control, and important skills that will facilitate graduation from
high school, college and/or help them attain a career and be a successful citizen. Inclusionists
believe that there must be a continuum of services for students with disabilities to be successful
in life. They believe the goal of special education instruction outside the regular classroom is to
move students as soon as possible into settings closer to, if not in, the general education
classroom. The inclusionists’ main belief is that it is the educator’s job to help students reach
their highest academic level. Inclusionists believe in a continuum of placement and services that
each child is an individual, and service plans should be decided on a case-by-case, individual
basis (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998).
Attitudes Toward Inclusion
Recent research indicates that teacher and administrative attitudes towards inclusion of
students with special needs is the number one factor of success of an inclusion program
(Ainscow, 2000; Forlin, Douglas, & Hattie, 1996; Kuglemass, 2006; Sacks & Watnick, 2006).
Forlin et al. (1996) wrote, “While research has shown that many educators believe that a child
with a disability has a right to equal educational opportunities, educators’ attitudes towards
inclusive placements were in general very negative” (p. 120). Furthermore, research indicates
that educators’ negative perceptions and attitudes increased proportionally with the severity of
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the students’ needs (Barnett & Monda-Amaya, 1998; Praisner, 2003; Villa & Thousand, 2005);
whereas, teachers’ and administrators’ attitudes about inclusion of students with mild disabilities
were generally positive (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burdin, 2000; Burton & Pace, 2009; Hartfield,
2009; Praisner, 2003; Vaughn, Elbaum, Schumm, & Hughes, 1998). Other factors affecting
teachers’ attitudes and perceptions concerning inclusion were (a) their educational experience
with students with disabilities, (b) special education training, and (c) administrative support.
Teacher attitudes toward inclusion. Research has indicated that there are four major
factors contributing to successful inclusion: (a) administrative and teacher attitudes toward
inclusion, (b) resources (planning time, paraprofessionals, specialists), (c) curriculum, and
(d) special education training/professional development (Baker, 1994; Bennett, Deluca, & Bruns,
1997; Lipsky & Garnter, 1996; Schumm & Vaughn, 1995; York & Tundidor, 1995).
Furthermore, In a study concerning teacher perceptions of heterogeneous education, Villa et al.
(1996) stated, “for both general and special educators, administrative support and collaboration
were powerful predictors of positive attitudes toward full inclusion” (p. 29).
Avramidis, Bayliss, and Burden (2000). In a study concerning mainstream teachers’
attitudes toward inclusion, Avramidis et al. (2000) of the Research Support Unit at the University
of Exeter in the United Kingdom found that teacher training played the most important role in
teachers’ attitudes and self-efficacy. In the quantitative study of 81 primary and secondary
teachers in the Local Education Authority (LEA) of Southwest England, these researchers
concluded that teachers who had experience, training, and support with inclusion had higher
efficacy and more positive attitudes towards teaching students with disabilities and inclusion.
Brownell and Pajares (1999) also wrote, “Teacher efficacy beliefs, that is, teachers’ perceptions
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of their own teaching competence, have been found to influence a myriad of teachers’ behaviors
and attitudes and to mediate the influence of other self-perceptions on those outcomes” (p. 154).
Austin (2001). In 2001, Vance Austin conducted a study defined as teachers’ beliefs on
co-teaching. There were 135 participants from nine school districts in northern New Jersey.
These participants were collaborative partners consisting of 89 general educators and 46 special
educators who taught K-12 in elementary, middle, and high schools. Participants had been
collaborating co-teachers for at least a semester. The districts were considered middle income
and located in the same county in northern New Jersey. The nine districts had an average
enrollment of 6,400 to 7,800 students with an average class size of 27-31. The average teacher
to student ratio was 1:12.0 to 1:13.7. The majority of the general educators (70.2%) and special
educators (73.8%) surveyed taught at the middle and high school levels. The mean years of
teaching experience of the educators were 17.1 years. The majority of the participants were
female (73.7% of the general educators and 85.7% of special educators).
Austin (2001) used the Perceptions of Co-Teaching Survey (PCTS), which Austin
developed in consultation with Fennick (1995), and an extensive review of research was used for
the quantitative portion of the study. The survey was comprised of two components: Part I
solicited demographic information, and Part II asked questions concerning four specific
categories relevant to teacher perceptions of collaboration. Additionally, a semi-structured
interview was conducted using the Perceptions of Co-Teaching script for the qualitative portion
of the study.
The interview questions were in subsets using the Interview Format with the Probing
Questions model by Cox (1996), where the first question is answered with by a “Yes” or a “No,”
and the following questions delved deeper. An equal number of general educators (6) and
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special educators (6) were chosen for the interview portion of the study. Due to the much higher
level of response from the middle and high school co-teachers, the results indicated co-teaching
was either more developed or more prevalent at the secondary level in the districts surveyed
(Austin, 2001). According to the survey, the main subjects co-taught were social studies,
science, English language arts, and math at the secondary level and that special education coteachers taught more collaborative classes than their general education counterparts.
Furthermore, the survey results revealed that the majority of the participants did not volunteer to
co-teach. Only 26.7% of the special educators and 28% of the general educators volunteered for
the co-teaching assignments.
The data from the PCTS revealed that general and special education co-teachers both felt
the general educator did more work in the co-teaching classroom. Both co-teaching partners felt
that generally, they worked well together, asked for feedback, and profited from working
together. The results indicate that the majority of the co-teachers, both the special and general
education participants, felt that daily planning time was good in theory; however, the ones that
did meet daily disagreed on the effectiveness. Additionally, a high percentage of both general
and special co-teachers felt that the responsibilities should be established and maintained;
however, a majority of them did not use this practice.
The research showed that even though only 35 of the 135 participants volunteered to coteach, they believed co-teaching was an effective practice and they increased their knowledge
base. The semi-structured interview data revealed that the co-teachers believed that the most
effective teaching techniques used in their co-teaching practice were small group instruction and
cooperative learning. In addition, the special educators said they gained more knowledge in the
content areas and the general educator stated they increased their skill levels in differentiation,

47

curriculum adaptation, and classroom management. Both groups of co-teaching partners felt that
administrative support, scheduled planning time, adequate supplies, and in-service training were
critical to the success of co-teaching. Furthermore, both special and general education coteachers indicated they needed more planning time (Austin, 2001).
Administrative attitudes toward inclusion. Cox (2008) wrote, “The principal creates,
drives, inspires, establishes the culture, engenders the school’s spirit, dreams the vision, and
serves as a role model to ensure everyone is integrated into the all-inclusive learning
environment” (p. 1). Research indicates that administrators with more positive attitudes towards
inclusion were more likely to place students in a less restrictive environment (Praisner, 2003;
Shanks, 2009). Furthermore, administrators with more experience and training were more likely
to place students in inclusion (Horrocks, White, & Roberts, 2008). Research throughout the past
10 years has shown that administrators were generally positive towards inclusion, as long as it
didn’t interfere with instruction (Cox, 2008; Shanks, 2009). Additionally, administrative support
for inclusion has been shown to be a critical factor in the success of inclusion, especially for the
co-teaching model of inclusion (Hang & Rabren, 2009; Keefe & Moore, 2004).
Barnett and Monda-Amaya (1998). Barnett and Monda-Amaya (1998) undertook a
study in Illinois, examining principals’ attitudes toward and knowledge of inclusion.
Researchers randomly selected 115 schools out of the 3,879 schools in Illinois for participation.
Surveys were mailed to 59 out of 2,648 elementary schools, 27 out of 574 junior high schools,
and 29 out of 657 high schools. There was no further prior differentiation for type, size, or
inclusiveness of school. The rate of return was 57% (65 schools) dispersed between elementary,
middle, and high school in both rural and urban settings. Only three of the 65 respondents had
special education teaching experience and the majority of the administrators had master’s
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degrees (86%); nine had doctorate degrees (14%). Most of the administrators were male (70%)
and 30% were female with one not indicating gender. The age range of the principals was 36 to
68 years of age with the average age being 47 years of age. The average years of experience
were nine ranging from one to 36 years with a 6-year average at their current position. The
average number of years in general education was 19. The highest number of administrative
respondents was principal 89%, with superintendent/principal, assistant superintendent/principal,
and assistant principal (or assistant superintendent for instruction) comprising 11% of the
respondents.
Barnett and Monda-Amaya (1998) developed, piloted, and reviewed the instrument used
with administrators from local schools and with graduate students and professors who were
instructing and doing research on inclusion. The survey instrument had four sections:
(a) background information about the principal and school, (b) leadership style,
(c) administrators’ definition of inclusion, their attitudes toward inclusion, and their schools’
level of inclusion, and (d) a rating of 21 strategies and activities and the extent that they were
used and the principals’ perceptions of their effectiveness in inclusion.
The inclusion results showed that most administrators had more inclusive environments
at their school sites for students with learning and behavior disabilities as compared to students
with more moderate to severe disabilities (Barnett & Monda-Amaya, 1998). The high schools in
the study had the highest number of students being serviced in the general education classrooms
with either consultation 93% for students with learning disabilities (LD) and 69% for students
with behavioral disabilities (BD). Furthermore, high schools reported a high percentage of
resource programs for moderate to severely labeled students. They reported resource programs
47% of the time for students labeled educable mentally handicapped (EMH) and 20% for
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students labeled trainable mentally handicapped (TMH). Elementary schools reported less
inclusive practices with the use of consultation programs mainly for their students with LD 43%
of the time, and junior high school 63% of the time (Barnett & Monda-Amaya, 1998).
For the second section on leadership styles, Barnett and Monda-Amaya (1998) reported
that the majority of respondents (57%) chose the statement:
Above all, I try to make sure that all employees are highly motivated and satisfied with
their work. The goal is to nurture employees and develop a shared understanding about
the goals of the group as we make important decisions together. (p. 185)
The next most chosen statement, chosen 30% of the time, was:
Above all, I try to develop a school culture that shapes the behavior of employees in
desirable ways. The goal is to encourage everyone to share in ‘bottom up’ decision
making within the context of my vision and symbolic leadership. (p. 185)
The hierarchical style of decision-making statement was only chosen by 3% of the administrators
and the remaining 10% chose a mediation style of leadership.
The highest mean ratings in the effects of practices in both extent and perceived
effectiveness were reported in cooperative learning, collaboration, and heterogeneous/multi-age
grouping. Additionally, they discovered that of the 13 highest rated practices “significant
differences were found between the extent of use and perceived effectiveness, the higher rating
was always in the perceived effectiveness column” (Barnett & Monda-Amaya, 1998, p. 190).
Barnett, and Monda-Amaya (1998) concluded that across all grade levels there was a lack of
knowledge base and understanding pertaining to inclusive educational practices in the state of
Illinois. Moreover, the results indicated that administrators throughout Illinois appeared to have
varying ideas and attitudes toward inclusion. Barnett and Monda-Amaya wrote, “The
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overwhelming majority are not yet comfortable with the inclusive philosophy, nor do they feel
that their teachers and communities are ready for its implementation” (p. 190).
Praisner (2003). In 2003, Cindy Praisner conducted a study surveying 408 elementary
school principals’ attitudes towards inclusion and the relationship between training, experience,
and placement perceptions, in Pennsylvania (Praisner, 2003). Elementary schools with students
K-6 only were randomly selected throughout Pennsylvania. The schools were various sizes
ranging from 250 to 1,000 students, class sizes of 10 to 40 students, and most (47.1%) with a
study body comprised of 6%-10% of students identified with disabilities in differing placements
of inclusion.
Praisner (2003) designed the Principals and Inclusion Survey (PIS) to find out if there
was a correlation between principals’ attitudes and variables such as experience, program factors,
and training. The survey consisted of 28 questions within four sections: “(a) demographics, (b)
training and experience, (c) attitudes towards inclusion, and (d) principal beliefs about most
appropriate placement” (Praisner, 2003, p 136).
Results of the study indicated that principals’ attitudes towards inclusion were more
positive when the questions were generic; however, when the language implied less voluntary
participation and more mandatory compliance, the attitudes were less favorable. Like Barnett
and Monda-Amaya (1998), Praisner (2003) found that the more special education credits and
training principals held, the more positive their attitude towards inclusion. Additionally, the
study determined that if principals had positive experiences with inclusion they were more likely
to have a positive attitude towards inclusion.
Concerning placement perceptions, Praisner (2003) discovered that principals (29.6%)
chose full-time regular education with support 29.6% of the time. Special education services
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outside the regular education school were the least often chosen option (6%). Overall, regular
education with full-time support or with a resource room was chosen 59.9% of the time. Praisner
found significant relationships between a principal’s attitude towards inclusion, positive
experiences with inclusion, and their placement perceptions. The study indicated that principals
who had more favorable experiences with inclusion chose more inclusive placements. Likewise,
principals with a more positive attitude towards inclusion chose more inclusive placements.
Praisner found that the category of disability was a factor in placement.
Similar to Barnett and Monda-Amaya (1998), Praisner (2003) found that the category of
disability was a factor in placement. More specifically, she found that more severe disabilities,
such as emotional disturbance (20.4%) and autism (30.4%), had lower rates of being chosen for
regular education placement. Additionally, the study found that the only category that had a
large number of negative experiences was the emotional disturbance category (51.4%). Speech
and language impairment (93.7%), physical disability (87.4%), other health impairment (84.9%),
specific learning disabled (81.9%), deaf/hearing impairment (74.5%), and blind/visual
impairments (71.9%) were categories that principals most often chose for regular education
placement with support. The most restrictive setting, outside the regular education school, was
most often chosen for the categories of mental retardation (29.4%), neurological impairment
(36.9%), multi-handicapped (39.1%), autism/persuasive developmental disorder (49.8%), and
serious emotional disturbance (63.6%). It was noted that 11 respondents chose not to answer
placement questions because they believed that placement decisions should be made on a caseby-case basis for each student.
Horrocks, White, and Roberts (2008). Judy Horrocks, from the Timothy School in
Pennsylvania, George White from Lehigh University, and Laura Roberts from Roberts
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Educational Research did a study examining principles’ attitudes towards inclusion and the
relationship to student placement in the state of Pennsylvania (2008). The study utilized
stratified random sampling to identify 1,500 public school principals throughout the state. The
sample included elementary, middle/junior, middle and high schools from all community types
(urban, suburban, and rural). Of the 1,500 surveys sent, 571 completed questionnaires (38%)
were returned.
The Principal’s Perspective Questionnaire, developed by Horrocks—for her unpublished
doctoral dissertation at Leigh University in Pennsylvania—was the instrument used for the study.
It contained four parts: Part 1, professional and personal characteristics; Part 2, placement
decisions for students with autism; Part 3, 17 specific attitudes about inclusion; and Part 4,
general attitudes toward inclusion and special education. For Parts 3 and 4, a scale of 1 to 5 was
employed, with higher scores analogous to more positive attitudes.
Part 2 of the survey was more complex. The study included a series of five detailed
descriptions of students with autism. However, it was not divulged in the survey that the
students described had autism. The principals then had five options to choose from for placement
ranging from the least restrictive environment (LRE) in a regular classroom to the most
restrictive placement outside the school in a special facility.
Consistent with Barnett and Monda-Amaya (1998) and Praisner (2003), Horrocks et al.’s
(2008) results indicated a positive correlation between professional experience teaching children
with autism the belief that they should be included and inclusion attitudes. The results indicated
that a principal with professional experience with students with autism was more likely to
recommend a more inclusive placement. Similarly, in a study of all middle school principals in
South Carolina, Cox (2008) used an adapted version of Praisner’s (2003) PIS survey and found
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that middle school administrators’ professional experience and training directly correlated to
attitudes towards inclusion. Additionally, middle school administrators were less likely to place
students with autism and behavioral disabilities in the general education classroom (Cox, 2008).
In a study of principals’ attitudes towards inclusion in the state of Georgia, Shanks (2009)
concluded, “in short, principals are generally supportive of inclusion as long as it does not
interfere with the rights of other students to learn” (p. 116). Furthermore, Horrocks et al. (2008)
stated they were surprised personal experience with children with autism did not correlate with a
more inclusive placement or more positive inclusion attitude. Similar to Praisner (2003), the
study by Horrocks et al. (2008) predicted that principals who had positive experiences with
inclusion would have a more positive attitude towards inclusion and are more likely to place a
child with autism in a more inclusive environment.
Inclusion Model and Student Achievement
Research concerning the academic achievement of students with special needs in special
education versus inclusion is inconclusive (Zigmond 1995, 2003). Forlin et al. (1996) wrote,
“Although there has been considerable discussion regarding the strengths and weaknesses of
either full or partial inclusion, there has been little evidence to support or justify either position”
(p. 120). Recent research on inclusion indicates inclusion has positive social benefits and higher
academic results for both special education and general education students (Ainscow & César,
2006; Burstein, Bears, Wilcoxin, Cabello, & Spagna, 2004; Liebert et al., 2006; U.S. Department
of Education, 2007; Weiner, 2003). According to Rea et al. (2002), inclusion helps both groups
of students learn how to be contributing members of society. Weiner (2003) further reiterated,
“general education students can achieve academically as well as or better than their counterparts
in non-inclusion classes” (p. 16). In their studies of inclusive schools, Ainscow and César (2006)
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and Liebert et al. (2006) found similar results about achievement of general education students.
Some reasons for this include the following: (a) students in inclusion classrooms receive more
individualized instruction than students in non-inclusion settings, (b) teachers receive more
specialized training, (c) teacher collaboration, (d) peer role models, (e) cooperative groupings,
and (f) qualified assistance in the classroom (Ainscow, & César, 2006; Liebert et al., 2006;
Weiner, 2003).
Achievement of Students With Disabilities in Inclusion
Research over the past 40 years, research indicates that students with disabilities that
spend more time in general education outperform their counterparts in special day programs
(Wang & Baker, 1985; Zigmond, 2003). Additionally, research shows inclusion of students with
disabilities attributed to increase in social skills and social interactions (Lipsky & Gardner,
1996). Furthermore, inclusion and the practice of co-teaching especially have shown to have a
statistically significant impact on student achievement (Giametti-May, 2009; Rea et al., 2002).
Wang and Baker (1985). In 1985, Wang and Baker from the University of Pittsburgh
did a meta-analysis of 11 studies (out of a field of 264) that had been conducted from 1975 to
1984. The studies involved mainstreaming either full-time or part-time. Wang and Baker (1985)
concluded that students with disabilities instructed in the general education classroom, both part
and full time, consistently outperformed their counterparts in the special day classroom.
Additionally, they determined that students with disabilities who were mainstreamed in
classrooms that used best practices, as determined by research literature, had a higher incidence
of positive versus negative outcomes. Likewise, in a meta-analysis of 13 studies and 129
comparisons, Baker (1994) determined that special education students did not perform better in
non-inclusive settings. He found a small, statistically negative impact on students in segregated
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special education placements. Furthermore, in an analysis of three meta-analyses, Baker, Wang,
and Wahlberg (1995) concluded that students with special needs performed better both socially
and academically in inclusion.
Lipsky and Gartner (1996). Lipsky and Gartner (1996) further corroborated Wang and
Baker’s (1985), Baker Wang, and Wahlberg (1995), and Baker’s (1994) findings in their article
in the Harvard Review, “Inclusion, school restructuring, and the Remaking of American
Society.” Lipsky and Gartner cited 12 studies with data indicating the positive effects of
inclusion. They found that integrated models were more cost-effective and students with
disabilities made higher gains in inclusion versus pull-out programs. Additionally, Lipsky and
Gartner cited studies denoting that students with disabilities made academic gains on report
cards, increased scores on criterion-referenced tests, and achieved higher attainment of IEP goals
in inclusion versus traditional settings.
Furthermore, they found that inclusion contributed to more positive social interactions
and improved social skills. An additional factor they discovered was inclusion improved
perceptions of general education parents towards students with severe disabilities (Gartner &
Lipsky, 1989; Lipsky & Gartner, 1996). None of the studies showed any negative effects on the
general education population’s achievement. However, Lipsky and Gartner do mention that “all
reports about inclusive education are not positive” (p. 779), and they mainly come from
programs where inclusion was not implemented appropriately and where students with
disabilities were “dumped” into classrooms.
Placement and educational impact. The empirical evidence on the best placement for
students with high-evidence disabilities is contradictory (Carlberg & Kavale, 1980; Fuchs et al.,
2010; Zigmond, 2003). For example, Conrad Carlberg, from the Mid-Continent Regional
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Educational Laboratory, and Kenneth Kavale, from the University of California, Riverside,
found opposing outcomes for students with LD in comparison to students with intellectual
disabilities their meta-analysis of 50 research studies of special versus regular education
placement (Carlberg & Kavale, 1980). They found students with learning disabilities (LD),
behavioral disabilities (BD), and emotional disturbance (ED) performed better socially and
academically, gaining 11 percentile ranks in special placements. Conversely, yet in agreement
with Wang and Baker (1985) and Baker (1994), their analysis showed students with an
intellectual disability performed better in the general education setting. They found that students
with moderate and mild intellectual disabilities dropped six to 13 percentile ranks respectively, in
the special day classroom placement (Carlberg & Kavale, 1980).
On the contrary, the results from a study of 57 high school students in two suburban high
schools in Georgia conducted by Fore et al. (2008) from the University of Georgia indicated
there was no statistically significant difference of academic achievement for students with
learning disabilities based on inclusive versus non-inclusive placement. Douglas Martsen of the
Department of Special Education of the Minneapolis Public Schools conducted a study in 1987
that followed 11 students with learning disabilities from regular education placement to special
education and studied the effectiveness of the experimental teaching approach. The study
showed that 10 out of 11 students made significant progress, almost doubling their scores in
reading over 10 weeks in special education versus the previous ten weeks in general education.
Sindelar and Deno (1978) came to a similar conclusion in a review of 17 research studies,
in that pull-out programs proved more effective in raising the academic achievement of students
with LD than general education classrooms. Additionally, Fuchs, Fuchs, and Fernstrom (1993)
tracked students with learning disabilities from special education placement to general education
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placement. They tracked math data for these students for ten weeks in special education and
then seven weeks in general education. Comparable to Marston (1987), Fuchs et al. (1993) found
that the students made no progress in general education; however, they made steady gains in
special education. On the other hand, some studies indicate positive outcomes when students are
included in general education classrooms (Dunn, 1968; Klinger, Vaughn, Hughes, Schumm, &
Elbaum, 1998; Lipsky & Garnter, 1996; Peetsma, Veerger, Roelevand, & Karstmem, 2001; Rea
et al., 2002). Klinger et al. (1998), from the office of school-based research at the University of
Miami, research in 1998 examining the academic progress of students with and without
disabilities who were participating in full-time inclusion. There were 114 participants (25 with
LD) in grades three to six at an elementary school in a large urban school district in the Southeast
United States. The teachers participated in a yearlong intensive training program on researchbased instructional practices that had proven to be effective for inclusive settings for students
with the variability of academic achievement levels. Klinger et al. found that the high achieving
and low-to-average-achieving students made statistically significant progress on all math and
reading measures. Overall most students with learning disabilities (LD) made improvements in
reading however, not in math.
Similar to Carlberg and Kavale (1980), Klinger et al. (1998) found conflicting results.
Even though many students with LD made progress, 20% of the students with LD and an
additional 26% of students with low-to-average abilities made few or no gains. This evidence
indicates that even with additional in-classroom assistance, training, guidance, and extra support
many students with LD make minimal, if any at all, progress in reading in inclusive settings
(Carlberg & Kavale, 1980; Fuchs et al., 1993; Klinger et al., 1998; Marston, 1987; Zigmond &
Baker, 1990).

58

Peetsma, Veerger, Roeleveld, and Karstmem (2001). In 2001, Peetsma et al., from the
University of Amsterdam, did a longitudinal mixed-methods study that focused on comparing
the development of matched pairs of elementary students in special education in the Netherlands.
This study additionally backed up the findings of previous international research. The study
compared two groupings of students with mild disabilities: (a) students with learning and
behavioral disabilities (LBD) and (b) students with mild mental retardation (MMR). This study
collected data for 2-4 years. For the quantitative portion of the study, general education students
(ages 7 and 8 years of age) were matched with a comparable pair by similar scores on their
standardized mathematics or reading/language arts tests or their instructors’ assessment of their
school motivation, or if their self-image fell in the lowest 20% of the representative sample of
Dutch students on one or more of these variables. After 2 years, there were 504 students involved
in the study. After 4 years, 216 students were involved with the study.
For the qualitative portion of the study, 34 students who showed divergent development
after 2 years were selected in order to examine the possible causes of developmental differences
between pairs of students who at first seemed to be similar. Teachers and students were
interviewed to investigate processes in their education that could be the cause of the differences.
After the first 2 years, Peetsma et al.’s (2001) research findings indicated that students
with a learning behavior disability (LBD) performed better academically in mathematics in
regular education classrooms than special education classrooms. They also discovered that
students with MMRs’ motivation towards school and psychosocial development scored higher in
the special education setting. After 4 years of data, students in inclusive regular education
settings performed significantly higher in both language and mathematics than students in special
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education settings. There was a significant statistical difference in students’ psychosocial
development in special education versus regular education after 4 years.
The qualitative findings generally found the more developed student of the pair made
better progress across all developmental domains. There were no clear findings for the causes of
the lack of development. Peetsma et al. (2001) did discover that students with psychosocial
development issues made more progress in special education settings than in regular education
settings. Moreover, students with problems in psychosocial development made less progress
than students who had only cognitive issues. They further stated that special education
placement might be a better option for some students.
Rea, McLaughlin, and Walther-Thomas (2002). Rea et al. (2002) conducted a study
of all 8th-grade middle school students with learning disabilities (LD) in two suburban schools in
a school district in the southeast of the United States. This study corroborated previous research
on the academic benefits for students with disabilities when placed in a co-teaching model of
inclusion. This study compared a middle school that practiced a co-teaching form of inclusion
with another middle school that had a resource pullout program. Students in the inclusion school
had better attendance, higher grades in content areas, and scored higher on the language arts and
mathematics subtests of the Iowa Basic Skills Test (IBST).
The 68 participants in the study were classified as LD consistent with state and federal
regulations (Rea et al., 2002). Participants had been enrolled in their LD programs for at least 2
years. Thirty-six participants were enrolled in an inclusive support model at Enterprise Middle
School, and 22 students received special education services through a pullout resource model at
Voyager Middle School. The design used archival quantitative and qualitative data from both
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schools to examine the relationship between placement and three specific aspects of school
performance: (a) attendance, (b) behavior, and (c) achievement.
The academic achievement measures utilized in the study by Rea et al. (2002) were the
Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) and final course grades for 8th grade in all content areas.
Additionally, data from the subtests in mathematics, reading, and written language from the
state’s academic proficiency test in reading, Literacy Passport Tests (LPT), were examined for
nonstandard administration, the number of administrations, and highest scores. Additionally,
Rea et al. reviewed students’ individual evaluation reports, attendance records, report card
grades, special education eligibility records, class schedules, student scholastic records,
chronological age, mother’s education level, socioeconomic status, gender, race, estimated IQ at
the most recent 3-year evaluation, years enrolled in the present school district, disciplinary
actions, and years receiving special education services.
Enterprise Middle School was inclusive, and the special education and general education
teachers co-taught for four classroom periods each day. Special and general education teachers
planned and collaborated on all aspects of the classroom and student progress during individual
planning time. Once a week, the special education staff met together to discuss schedules and
difficult cases or concerns. Conversely, Voyager did not provide any special education services
in-class. All services were pull-out and were provided during the students’ elective periods.
Students had to give up one or both electives for special education services. Services were
remedial in the sense that the special education teacher worked in small groups helping students
finish assignments for their general education classes or assisting them in areas of weakness (Rea
et al., 2002).
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After gathering and examining all of the qualitative and quantitative data, Rea et al.
(2002) reported a significant difference in student attendance between the two schools. Students
with LD at Enterprise had a 5.6 day mean rate of absences, for the 8th grade; whereas, Voyager’s
mean rate was 8.7 days. Additionally, six students at Enterprise missed no school during their
eighth-grade year. There was no statistically significant difference for in-school or out-of-school
suspensions between the two schools. However, the specific data showed that six students at
Voyager received in-school suspension for a total of 25 days for 12 infractions. There were no
in-school suspensions at Enterprise. Additionally, for out-of-school suspensions one student was
suspended for seven days for one incident; whereas six students were suspended for eight
incidents for a total of 17 days (Rea et al. 2002).
Academic results demonstrated that students at Enterprise had statistically significant
higher report card grades, in all content areas than students at Voyagers. Likewise, there was a
statistically significant difference between Enterprises’ and Voyagers’ ITBS scores. In the
subtests for language arts and math, students with LD at Enterprise had a higher mean standard
score than the students with LD at Voyager. However, students with LD at both schools had
similar standard mean scores on science, social studies, and reading comprehension subtests (Rea
et al., 2002).
Giametti-May (2009). Giametti-May (2009) did a correlational study on the impact of
inclusion supports for students with disabilities on state accountability measures within
California school districts. Her study involved 278 schools in nine northern counties of
California (El Dorado, Humboldt, Marin, Yolo, Kings, Madera, Napa, Sutter, and Shasta).
Inclusion supports per school site were the independent variables, and the English Language Arts
and Mathematics California State Test (CST) for 2006 were the dependent variables correlated
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for this study. Giametti-May (2009) compared the CST scores of 833 students with a sub-group
of 414 student participants with learning disabilities. Inclusion supports examined as the
independent variable were (a) special education and general education student enrollment,
(b) Title I designation, (c) teacher-student ratio, (d) qualifications of instructional staff,
(e) number of computers per school site, (f) number of students per computer, (g) number of
classrooms with computer access, (h) number of paraprofessionals per school site (full- and parttime), (i) average class size, (j) number of instructional staff and support staff (librarians,
psychologists, counselors, nurses, resource teachers, and speech therapists), and (k) number of
administrators.
The study further corroborated previous research on the benefits of time spent in an
inclusion setting (Giametti-May, 2009). The research indicated that school sites where a higher
percentage of students receiving special education services spent 20% or more of their
instructional day in the general education classroom scored higher on the language arts and
mathematics sections of the CST than comparison school sites. Additionally, school sites with a
smaller student-teacher ratio scored statistically significantly higher on the language arts and
mathematics sections of the CST. Moreover, Giametti-May (2009) discovered a statistically
significant correlation between school sites that had speech therapists and librarians and with
higher test scores on the CST for language arts and mathematics.
Achievement of Students Without Disabilities in Inclusion
Overall, research indicates that overall general education students perform as well or
better in inclusive environments than in traditional settings (Ainscow & César, 2006; Burstein et
al., 2004; Fishbaugh & Gum, 1994; Hunt, Staub, Alwell, & Goetz, 1994; Liebert et al., 2006;
Lipsky & Gartner, 1996; Ritter, 1999; Sharpe & York, 1994; Weiner, 2003). Hartfield (2009)

63

compared the math achievement of 192 students without disabilities in inclusion to a control
group of 270 students in a traditional non-inclusion setting in eight Mississippi schools.
Hartfield’s research indicated there were no statistically significant differences in either groups’
academic performance, as measured by the Mississippi Curriculum Test 2 (MCT2). Klinger et
al. (1998) found that high achieving general education students made significantly higher
progress in inclusive settings than their counterparts in non-inclusion settings. Similar to Klinger
et al., in a study of inclusive settings in the rural setting of Billings, Montana, Fishbaugh and
Gum (1994) found “achievement test data demonstrated consistent academic gains made by
regular education students” (p. 416).
After an investigation exploring the use of student and teacher time in an inclusive
elementary school, Hollowood, Salisbury, and Rainforth (1995) concluded, “the presence of
students with severe disabilities in general education classrooms did not significantly affect the
level of engaged time of classmates without disabilities” (p. 249). Furthermore, Bateman and
Bateman (2001) stated that the curriculum was not watered down in inclusive classrooms; on the
contrary, inclusive classrooms addressed more of the curriculum leading to higher academic
achievement for all students. Currently, the research indicates that there is no statistically
significant data indicating the negative effects of inclusion on students without disabilities.
Additionally, the data indicates positive social outcomes and the same or higher academic results
for students without disabilities (Ainscow & César, 2006; Bateman & Bateman, 2001; Burstein
et al., 2004; Hartfield, 2009; Liebert et al., 2006; Weiner, 2003).
One common factor throughout the research studies was that all schools with positive
outcomes for students educated in inclusion had the necessary support in the general education
classroom for students with disabilities (Burstein et al., 2004; Giametti-May, 2009; Klinger et al.,
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1998; Peetsma et al., 2001; Rea et al., 2002). Moreover, teachers in successful schools had
received training on best practices for inclusion; had time for collaborative planning between
special and general educators; and students and teachers had the necessary in-classroom supports
(such as paraprofessionals, specialists, and technology) needed for student and teacher success
(Burstein et al., 2004; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998; Peetsma et al., 2001; Rea et al., 2002; Vaughn et al.,
1998; Villa & Thousand, 2005). Furthermore, many participating school sites received outside
assistance and training (Burstein et al., 2004; Vaughn et al., 1998; Villa & Thousand, 2005).
Researchers warn about the capability of a general education classroom to accommodate
inclusion with increasing demands, burgeoning classes of 25 to 45 students, a diverse range of
academic ability amongst general education students, and the fact that a significant number of
students with disabilities do not respond to best practices (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998; Zigmond,
2003). Co-teaching where there are two educators in the classroom is one model of inclusion that
assists in alleviating the large class size while meeting the needs of all students and the
requirements of both the NCLB, ESSA, and IDEIA mandates (Giametti-May, 2009; Lipsky &
Gartner, 1995; Rea et al., 2002). Research over the past 20 years indicates that co-teaching with
the proper supports, resources, and training can be an effective model of inclusion (Hang &
Rabren, 2009; Kohler-Evans, 2006; Rea et al., 2002; Wang & Baker, 1985).
Inclusion Model of Co-Teaching
Inclusion and co-teaching are not synonymous; co-teaching is a model of inclusion. Coteaching is often referred to as a professional marriage because of the importance of a strong
relationship and professional partnership (Friend et al., 2010; Kohler-Evans, 2006). Cook and
Friend (1995) defined co-teaching as “two or more professionals delivering substantive
instruction to a diverse, or blended, group of students in a single physical space” (p. 2). Co-
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teaching is comprised of four key components: (a) one certificated special education teacher and
one certificated general education teacher, (b) heterogeneous groups of students, (c) one
classroom where students with special needs are educated alongside their general education
peers, and (d) both educators involved in instructional delivery (Cook & Friend, 1995; Villa et
al., 1996). Parallel teaching; team-teaching; station teaching; alternative teaching; one teach, one
assist; and one teacher, one observe are the six models or approaches most commonly used by
practitioners and cited in research (Cook & Friend, 1995; Dieker & Murawski, 2008; Hang &
Rabren, 2009).
Friend (2008), explained that there are six common approaches to co-teaching; she
further stated that four of these approaches should only be used occasionally: (a) one teach, one
observe; (b) team-teaching; (c) alternative teaching; (d) parallel teaching, and (e) one teach, one
assist. The one teaches, one assist is the most frequently used approach, especially in the
beginning stages of co-teaching (Friend, 2008).
One teach one observe model, is exactly what the name states: one educator teaches, and
the other observes. In the one teach one observe model, one teacher instructs while the other
teacher systematically collects valuable data. Similar to one teach, one observe is the one teach
one assist is where one teacher, usually the general education teacher, teaches, and the other acts
as an assistant walking around the classroom assisting students.
The team-teaching approach involves teachers working side by side to deliver
instruction, where both teachers are at the front of the room delivering instruction. Alternative
teaching is the practice of one teacher working with most of the students, while the other teacher
pulls a small group for review, intervention, or pre-teaching.
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According to Friend (2008), station teaching and parallel teaching are the two
approaches that should be used more frequently. Station teaching is where students are placed in
groups; two groups are led by teachers and one or more groups may be independent. All groups
are working on separate activities and the students rotate through each station. Parallel teaching
is where the students are divided into two groups and both teachers are teaching the same content
at the same time (Austin, 2001; Villa et al., 1996).
Recent research on co-teaching shows that teachers, students, and administrators have
positive attitudes towards co-teaching (Austin, 2001; Hang & Rabren, 2009; Keefe & Moore,
2004; Kohler-Evans, 2006; Wilson & Michaels, 2006). Additionally, co-teaching assists schools
in meeting the highly qualified teacher requirements for NCLB provides more in-classroom
support for both special education and general education students and meets the requirements of
LRE for IDEIA (Allen, 2006; Gordon, 2006).
Benefits of co-teaching. Co-teaching has shown to have many benefits for students with
disabilities, students without disabilities, and teachers (Hartfield, 2009; Rea et al., 2002). Coteaching makes it possible for secondary schools to meet the federal mandated to staff schools
with highly qualified teachers. Furthermore, research indicates that students with disabilities
have higher achievement, gain more content-area knowledge, and increase social skills in the
general education setting. Additionally, students without disabilities benefit both academically
and socially by having students with disabilities and special educators in their classrooms
(Hartfield, 2009). A student without disabilities often struggles in content areas, and special
educators assist with accommodations for academics and behavior (Kohler & Evans,
2006;Magiera et al., 2005).
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Magiera, Smith, Zigmond, and Gerbauer (2005). Magiera et al. (2005) conducted a
study on the benefits of co-teaching in secondary mathematics classes. Trained observers
conducted a series of 49 observations of secondary co-taught mathematics classes. Data were
collected on 10 pairs of co-teachers encompassing rural, suburban, and urban high schools in two
Mid-Atlantic states. Observations were conducted for the entire class periods lasting 40 to 50
minutes, documenting teacher roles. Three observations were at the beginning of second
semester and up to three later in the same semester. The participants in this study had been coteaching for 3-5 years.
Magiera et al. (2005) found that in the majority of the observations (67%), the prevalent
model of co-teaching observed was the one teach one assist. The general education mathematics
teacher was providing primary instruction while the special education teacher roamed from
student to student in a supportive role. Additionally, in 24 out of the 49 observations (49%), the
one teaches model one observe model was utilized where the general education teachers
provided primary instruction, and the special education teacher collected data or observed the
lesson. The researchers deduced that the one teaches one assist model was the predominant
model due to the traditional pattern of teaching mathematics, lack of co-planning time, and need
for training on co-teaching. The traditional method of teaching mathematics is review, introduce
new concepts/problems (sometimes guided practice), and independent work. Even when a
second certified special education teacher was brought into the classroom the traditional pattern
of instruction remained the same.
According to Cook and Friend (1995), the one teach one assist model of co-teaching is
suitable for the beginning stages of co-teaching while teachers are learning the process. These
teachers, however, had been co-teaching for 3-5 years, and according to research they should
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have moved on to using other models such as team teaching, parallel teaching, and station
teaching (Cook & Friend, 1995; Magiera et al., 2005). Nevertheless, team teaching was only
observed 18% of the time for a short period, 60 minutes out of total of 405 minutes (15%).
Additionally, in only three occasions (6%) special educators were seen leading the classroom
instruction and the total time was less than 20 minutes out of 49 observations. Teaching in small
groups was also only observed twice for a total time less than 20 minutes.
Four special education teachers and four general education mathematics teachers were
interviewed (Magiera et al., 2005). During the interview phase, their comments coincided with a
general education teacher being the primary deliverer of instruction and the special educator
playing a mainly supportive role. A special educator explained during the interview questioning,
“Co-teachers need to develop a rapport in the classroom so that the kids feel that both teachers
are equals” (p. 22). Mageira et al. (2005) further explained that the purpose of co-teaching is not
to have two teachers that are experts in the subject area. Rather, the general education
mathematics teacher should be the primary mathematics instructor and the special education
teacher explicitly teach processes that help students with disabilities understand mathematical
concepts.
Magiera et al.’s (2005) data indicated that general educators believed that co-teaching
benefited students because they received more attention with two teachers in the classroom. The
researchers further reiterated that co-teaching could produce favorable results and be an efficient
model of instruction to assist meeting the needs of all learners due to the blending the content
expertise of the general educator and the differentiating skills and strategy skills knowledge base
of the special educator.
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Kohler-Evans (2006). Kohler-Evans from the University of Central Arkansas conducted
a study in 2006 on the concerns and attitudes of secondary teachers in Seattle, Washington.
Participants were from 15 urban and suburban districts throughout the city. Special education
and general education co-teachers were interviewed on a one-on-one basis using a structured
interview format consisting of a series of closed and open-ended questions where co-teachers
were asked to impart their opinions and factual information about their experiences with coteaching and the effects of co-teaching. Seventy-seven percent of the respondents indicated that
the co-teaching positively influenced student achievement.
Consistent with findings by Magiera et al. (2005), Austin (2001), and Keefe and Moore
(2004), the data showed that the participants believed that common planning time was the most
imperative aspect in a co-teaching partnership. According to Kohler-Evans (2006), other critical
factors in a successful co-teaching relationship were (a) a positive working relationship, (b)
shared philosophy and responsibilities, (c) mutual respect, (d) analogous teaching styles, (e)
equal commitment, and (f) shared resources. Even though the co-teachers in this study did not
volunteer to participate in co-teaching and few had prior training or planning in co-teaching,
97% of the respondents asserted they would partake in a co-teaching relationship if the
opportunity arose. This 97% of both special education and general education teachers specified
that co-teaching with the extra support from a teacher was priceless, reached more students, and
was enjoyable. The 3% who indicated they would not partake in co-teaching again gave reasons
such as the lack of training, limited resources, and that they believed co-teaching does not meet
the needs of all students (Kohler-Evans, 2006).
Challenges of co-teaching. Planning time, relationships, administrative support, and
quality training are the most reported challenges of co-teaching reported in the research (Austin,
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2001; Isherwood & Barger-Anderson, 2008). Many times special educators complain of being
treated as an assistant, whereas general educators report that special educators are not
knowledgeable in the content areas. Mutual respect and relationships between co-teachers are
critical for the success of co-teaching (Keefe & Moore, 2004). In almost all of the research over
the past 30 years, planning time was shown to be a major factor in the success of co-teaching
(Austin, 2001; Isherwood & Barger-Anderson, 2008). Additionally, administrative support and
quality professional development/training were indicated to be important factors in the success or
failures of co-teaching programs (Austin, 2001; Hang & Rabren, 2009).
Keefe and Moore (2004). Keefe and Moore from the University of New Mexico
conducted a qualitative study in 2004, exploring the challenges of co-teaching at the high school
level. Keefe and Moore (2004) conducted semi-structured interviews with both special and
general educators who were co-teaching partners in a large suburban high school in southwestern
United States. The high school had implemented co-teaching in the late 1980s; however, it was
still not a school-wide practice. Four special education teachers and three general education
teachers who were co-teaching or who had co-taught in the past participated in the study. The
teachers had from 2-20 years of experience. Approximately 22% of the students were eligible
for special education including giftedness. The majority of the students with disabilities who
were placed in the co-teaching inclusive environment had high incidence mild disabilities, and
they were predominately students with specific learning disabilities. Students with more
moderate to severe disabilities were educated mainly in self-contained special day classrooms.
Keefe and Moore (2004) discovered three major themes arising from the analysis of the
interview data. The first theme was the collaboration of the two co-teaching partners. The
teachers stressed that being able to choose partners, and the ability to communicate was of
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upmost importance. The teachers interviewed felt that co-teachers should have input on
selecting their partners. A general education teacher commented, “If you are having some
conflict, but something made you uncomfortable, or you didn’t agree; you have to discuss right
away. You know it’s like a marriage” (p. 82). A special educator reiterated, “Teachers are
funny critters, they’re very territorial. I couldn’t imagine me going in and, you know, playing by
someone else’s rules. And that’s the thing I really had a problem with” (p. 81).
According to Keefe and Moore (2004), a sub-theme in collaboration was logistics, such
as class size and planning time. These results are consistent with Austin (2001). Teachers stated
that the programming of students into classrooms, class size and the number of students with
disabilities in the inclusive classroom were important factors in the success of co-teaching.
Additionally, finding co-planning time and basic communication time was found to be difficult
and needed as one general education co-teacher bemoaned, “we were planning on the fly most of
the time. We talked after school. A lot of times we talked at lunch” (p. 82).
The second theme that emerged from the interviews was the role and responsibilities of
the co-teachers (Keefe & Moore, 2004). Overall, both co-teaching partners had difficulty
determining their roles and responsibilities within the inclusive co-teaching classroom. Even
though there was a variation among the teams most teams settled into the general education
teacher, taking most of the responsibilities for whole group instruction, planning, and
curriculum; whereas, the special education teacher was responsible for curriculum adaptations,
differentiation, discipline, and assisting individual students. According to the interview data,
many times special education teachers felt as if they were teaching assistants. One special
education co-teacher explained, “I focus a lot on my kids, but no one in the classroom knows
who I am really…every once in a while I might teach a lesson, but for the most part, I just help
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the teacher with whatever is going on” (p. 82). Another special education teacher lamented on
how she felt as though she was treated as an assistant, “it can be insulting…as ‘I need some
coffee’” (p. 83).
On the other hand, some general education teachers did not see the purpose of having a
special education teacher in the classroom due to their lack of content knowledge. One
commented, “The kids like her….but I don’t understand the purpose of having her in my
classroom” (p. 83). Another felt it was troublesome, “it was more of a hindrance than a help in
the room because it was another person who didn’t know her material” (p. 84). One special
educator concurred with need for special educators to have content knowledge, “You have to
know the curriculum. You have to know the subject area. Because if you don’t, they don’t trust,
you can’t help them as much, it just doesn’t work out” (p. 84). Both co-teaching partners,
general and special educators, stated the need for special education teachers to have content
knowledge in at least one or two subject areas. General education teachers, however,
appreciated the special education teachers’ knowledge of disabilities and of how to adapt
curriculum to meet students’ needs. One general educator stated, “it’s just real practical
stuff….What can I do to help this kid understand rather than get frustrated” (p. 85).
Grading practices was the one area that was most challenging for the co-teachers. There
was great variability in the grading practices. Some general education teachers were adamant that
all students should be graded the same, yet others did individualized grades. Sometimes the
special educator was responsible for all of the grading for students with disabilities.
Additionally, some teachers collaborated on grading and negotiated the responsibilities (Keefe &
Moore, 2004). In general, both special and general educators believed they were not fully
prepared for co-teaching. They stated that special education teachers needed more knowledge in
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content areas and general educators would benefit from training in special education. Both
special and general education teachers felt it would be beneficial to gain more skills in
collaboration (Keefe & Moore, 2004).
Implementation
Isherwood and Barger-Anderson from Slippery Rock University conducted qualitative
research in 2008 on a suburban middle school in Western Pennsylvania, examining one school’s
adoption and implementation of the co-teaching model to move from mainstreaming to
inclusion. A case study design using a naturalistic approach allowed the researchers to study the
implementation and adoption of co-teaching as events occurred naturally. The middle school
consisted of grades six through eight, located in an upper-middle-class socioeconomic
community with the students scoring higher than average on statewide assessments. The
school’s population was approximately 650 students with 60 faculty members and in its first year
of implementing co-teaching in grades six and seven. The researchers used criterion sampling
where the participants were either special education or general education teacher assigned to at
least one co-teaching a period a day.
Isherwood and Barger-Anderson (2008) conducted two interviews with each participant,
completed 96 classroom observations throughout the school year, and examined documents
related to co-teaching at the middle school. There were two themes that emerged throughout
Isherwood and Barger-Anderson’s (2008) research: (a) Practices such as logistics, resources,
administrative validation, and program support; and (b) co-teaching relationships.
Practices. Consistent with Keefe and Moore (2004), Isherwood and Barger-Anderson
(2008) found that co-teaching participants were dismayed that the co-teaching partnerships were
arranged according to schedules, logistics, and available resources by the principal without any
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consideration to teaching styles and personalities. The second theme, which is consistent with
the findings of Austin (2001), was the need for administrative validation and support. Isherwood
and Barger-Anderson (2008) found that teachers who had fewer visits from administration and
lacked positive feedback from the administration had poorer results. Furthermore, teachers were
dismayed by the administration’s lack of participation in the co-teaching initiative. A sixth grade
English teacher stated:
There was no teacher input in the co-teaching initiative. We showed up to school one
day and found out we would be doing co-teaching beginning next school year. They
never asked us what we thought about it or who we wanted to work with or anything.
(Isherwood & Barger-Anderson, 2008, p. 126)
Relationships. Research has shown that the co-teacher’s relationship is a key factor in
success in the co-teaching classroom (Walter-Thomas, 1997). Mutual respect, communication,
experience, training, similar philosophical teaching and methodology beliefs, shared
responsibilities, and taking time to co-plan are critical factors in the success of a co-teaching
partnership (Austin, 2001; Walther-Thomas, 1997). Similar to Keefe and Moore (2004), the data
indicated general education co-teachers’ frustration with special educators’ lack of content
knowledge and both special and general education co-teachers’ need for mutual respect and
effective communication. Isherwood and Barger-Anderson (2008) found that the co-teachers
would publicly state they were able to accommodate for the differences in professional values
and teaching styles; however, data from the interviews and observations indicated disparity with
what was stated and actual practices and personal beliefs. For instance, a seventh-grade general
education English co-teacher commented on her experience with her co-teaching knowledge of
seventh grade English stating, “Special education teachers do not have the background to teach
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seventh grade English…They need time to figure it out and learn it. Until that happens, she
[special educator] is just going to be an aide in my room” (Isherwood & Barger-Anderson, 2008,
p. 125).
According to Isherwood and Barger -Anderson (2008), both co-teaching partners felt that
the division of responsibilities needed to be delineated more specifically by the administration.
The data showed the general educators believed it was not respectful to delegate responsibilities,
yet special educators felt uncomfortable taking on instructional tasks because they did not want
to encroach upon the general educators’ classroom and content expertise. Both co-teachers
wanted administration, be it the school administrator or district administration, to assist with the
delegation of roles and responsibilities of the co-teaching partners. Isherwood and BargerAnderson (2008) data showed that general educators wanted special educators to take a more
active role in instruction and be more responsible for all students. One sixth-grader general
educator commented, “All I want is for my co-teaching partner to take an interest in teaching
some of the content.… We have to determine who is doing what next year. We have to get on the
same page” (Isherwood & Barger-Anderson, 2008, p. 126).
Hang and Rabren (2009). In 2009, Hang and Rabren, from Auburn University,
conducted a study of seven schools’ first year of adoption and implementation of co-teaching in
a southeastern U. S. public school system. In this study of four elementary, one middle school,
one junior high, and one high school, the researchers sought to garner knowledge in identifying
teachers’ and students’ perspectives of co-teaching and the efficacy of this approach. Hang, and
Rabren (2009) used observations, surveys, and records analysis (attendance records, SAT scores,
and discipline records) as data sources.
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There were 45 participants in this study (82% of co-teachers in the school system): 14
special educators and 31 general educators from first grade to tenth grade. Fifty-two percent of
the students with disabilities in the school system (58 students) were also participants in this
study. Special educators co-taught with more than one general education teacher and the coteaching model was observed in the four core subject areas of English/language arts, math, social
studies, and science. Hang and Rabren (2009) developed and utilized the Teacher’s Perspective
and Student’s Perspective Surveys, the information found in over 15 pieces of co-teaching
literature, to identify teachers’ and students’ opinions and attitudes towards the use of the coteaching model.
Contradicting previous research by Rea et al. (2002), Hang and Rabren (2009) found that
students with disabilities had more absences, tardiness, and discipline referrals to the office in
their first co-taught year than in the previous school year. The explanation was not determined;
however, the researchers deduced that the increase in referrals might be due to having two
teachers in the classroom and the increase in absences may have correlated with the confusion of
roles and responsibilities of the educators.
Furthermore, Hang and Rabren (2009) discovered that even though the data showed there
were more discipline referrals, it conversely indicated that all three participant groups believed
students’ behavior was better in co-taught classrooms and that co-teaching was the positive
factor in students’ improved behavior. The researchers surmised that one of the factors for this
discrepancy could be that there are two teachers in the classroom and extra set of eyes, thus lead
to more students being caught with adverse behaviors. Moreover, students and general education
and special education co-teachers were in agreement that students learned more, had the
necessary support, and increased self- confidence in co-taught classrooms. Coinciding with
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findings of Fennick and Liddy (2001), results of the Teacher’s Perspective Survey showed that
special education and general education teachers both perceived that they each were more
responsible for behavior than their co-teaching partner (Hang & Rabren, 2009).
The results of the teacher’s surveys indicated that both general education and special
education teachers valued common weekly planning time during school hours to develop
comprehensive plans for content, behavior management, and instructional strategies critical to
the success of students in a co-teaching environment (Hang & Rabren, 2009). Consistent with
findings by Austin (2001) and Keefe and Moore (2004), data indicated that co-teachers found it
highly valuable to have routine scheduled planning time to discuss issues relevant to the coteaching experience such as teacher expectations, differentiation, methods, and use of
instructional strategies.
Similar to findings by Austin (2001) and Rea et al. (2002), Hang and Rabren (2009)
discovered co-teachers had the impression that students with special needs made more academic
gains in co-taught classrooms. In this study, the co-teachers’ beliefs coincided with the data.
Students with disabilities who were in the co-taught classrooms scored significantly higher on
standardized testing in the areas of math and reading than they did their previous year when they
were not in co-taught classrooms.
Professional development. The Every Child Succeeds Act (2015) redefined
professional development as “activities that are sustained (not stand-alone, 1-day, or short-term
workshops), intensive, collaborative, job-embedded, data-driven, and classroom-focused” (S.
1177, Section 8002, page 295, paragraph 42). Throughout the research on co-teaching, ongoing
quality professional development was shown to be one of the most critical factors in students’
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academic performance and positive co-teaching attitudes and relationships (Lipskey &
Gartner,1987; Peetsma et al. 2001; Villa & Thousand, 2005).
Burton and Pace (2009). Burton and Pace (2009) conducted a 3-year case study of preservice teachers of mathematics in inclusive classrooms; they came to similar conclusions as
Avramidis et al. (2000) concerning teacher education on inclusive practices. The participants of
the study were second-semester students in a general education elementary program in the
process of obtaining a certification in elementary education. In year one, the sample was 12
female students and one male student. In Year Two and Three, the sample size was two males
and six females, and one male and four females, respectively.
The case study covered three modules of instruction: one per year. The first 2 years of
instruction focused on gaining knowledge including the following: (a) the process and content
standards of the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics standards; (b) necessary
mathematical skills needed for success in mathematics, math assessment practices,
developmental activities, and (c) observable traits used to determine if students have learning
disabilities.
Pre- and post-surveys were given in the first and second year. In the first year,
participants responded positively about teaching mathematics with no statistically significant
change. In the second year, participants showed the same positive rating; however, they had a
slightly higher self-efficacy towards instructing mathematics to students with disabilities. In the
third year, qualitative data were collected. Teachers’ journals were examined and coded for
patterns and themes. Year Three’s module consisted of fieldwork and showed the most
significant change in teachers’ attitudes. All teachers stated that the experience gave them more
confidence in their capabilities to instruct mathematics to students with disabilities. All teachers
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had positive comments about the experience. One teacher stated, “This experience was one of
the better ones because I never came out of a classroom before and felt I helped anybody, this
experience was nothing but rewarding” (Burton & Pace, 2009, p. 112). Another teacher wrote
that, “This course has given me so much and so many wonderful ideas that I now have such a
great feeling when it comes to teaching mathematics” (Burton & Pace, 2009, p. 112).
Bryant-Davis, Dieker, Pearl, and Kirkpatrick (2012). Bryant-Davis et al. (2012)
conducted a 5-year project from 2005 to 2010: the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) coteaching project. This co-teaching project was developed to provide implementation assistance
to Arkansas schools for a co-teaching service delivery model for students with disabilities. The
systematic change was provided annually for 5 years “through a comprehensive professional
development model including face-to-face and online professional development, technical
assistance, informational resources, and ongoing evaluation” (Bryant-Davis et al., 2012, p. 571).
The ADE co-teaching project participants included 143 school districts, 3920 students, 789
teachers, and 208 schools in the state of Arkansas. ADE partnered with The University of
Central Florida (UCF) for the creation, delivery, implementation, and evaluation of the 5-year
ongoing professional development for the ADE co-teaching project.
The year before the project began, LRE data for the state of Arkansas indicated that
Arkansas was 9% below the national average for students’ education: less than 21% outside the
general education classroom (Bryant-Davis et al., 2012). After 4 years of the project there was a
24% increase from 41% to 51.80% in 2009 (Bryant-Davis et al., 2012). Even though it is hard to
determine if the ADE co-teaching project was the main factor, cohorts from the first 2 years did
state they had plans to double the number of co-taught classrooms, which would more than
double the students taught in a more inclusive co-teaching setting.
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A key factor of the ADE co-teaching project team was that it served an advisory role for
statewide issues of co-teaching. In this role, it worked to design regulations and rules for
effectiveness, such as (a) number of students with disabilities per classroom, (b) selection of
students, (c) assessments, (d) quarterly progress reviews, (e) grading practices, and (f)
teacher/pupil caseloads. Additionally, professional development was implemented systemically
throughout the schools and the state. Each school had a building leadership team (BLT)
comprised of a building administrator (principal or assistant principal), general education copartner, special education co-partner (CP), and one other school site leader, such as coordinators
and lead teachers. The BLT received the same training as the CP’s to ensure consistency of the
program. Each school received a one-day training (BLT and four CP teams), onsite coaching,
follow-up topical webinars, co-teaching resources, and evaluations.
Bryant-Davis et al. (2012) analyzed lesson plans to learn about the strengths and
weaknesses in the co-teaching model. In the analysis of the lesson plans, the data indicated that
co-teachers mainly used the one teach one assist model of co-teaching, which is consistent with
findings by Magiera et al. (2005) and Mastropieri, McDuffe, and Scruggs (2007). The data did
show; however, that other structures were utilized such as peer tutoring, group work, and peer
grouping by 14% of the participants. More than half (65%), showed evidence overall that the coteachers understood the accommodations/modifications that students needed and the necessity of
aligning the curriculum in conjunction with their co-teachers. The accommodations/
modifications were mainly visual and audio: very low levels of kinesthetic or tactile
accommodations/modifications; likewise, a very low level of technology tools and limited
behavior intervention planning.
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According to Bryant-Davis et al. (2012), what was notably absent in the data reviewed
was planning for specific behavioral interventions such as self-monitoring or positive behavior
targeted interventions: “During the data analysis, the absence of behavioral modifications was
glaring” (p. 220).” Only 8% of the days showed evidence of planning for behavioral
interventions. It has been shown that to maximize instructional time, planning for behavior is a
necessity for minimizing distracting behavior (Bryant-Davis et al., 2012; Murawaski & Lochner,
2018). None of the lesson plans showed evidence of self-monitoring strategies. Behavior
interventions noted were minimal mainly relying on changing seating and prompting students to
stay on task and follow the rules/directions. Additionally, Bryant-Davis et al. (2012) found
accommodations and modifications to be mainly visual and audio with minimal kinesthetic or
tactile interventions, analogous to outcomes found by Murawaski and Swanson (2018).
Co-Teaching in the Era of Accountability
In the last century, the rights for children with a disability to receive an education in the
general education setting (inclusion) has transformed from a fight from exclusion to one for full
inclusion in the general education environment (Gordon, 2006; Kubicek, 1994; LaNear &
Frattura, 2007; Lipsky & Gartner, 1996; Villa & Thousand, 2005). Rights for children with
special needs have changed due to judicial interpretation and legislation by Congress (Gordon,
2006; LaNear & Frattura, 2007). Back in 1919, with the Beattie v. Board of Education (1919),
the courts excluded a child with cerebral palsy from the general education classroom due to his
physical ailments. Then in the late 1950s and 1960s after the Brown v. Board of Education
(1954) ruling, the tide started turning towards students with special needs to have a right to
education (LaNear & Frattura, 2007). In 1972, the PARC v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
consent agreement was instrumental in the rights of children with disabilities to receive
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education alongside their non-disabled peers. This decision led the way to the groundbreaking
legislation, Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA, 1975). The EAHCA (1975)
P.L. 94 -142 was changed and reauthorized as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) in 1990 and was subsequently reauthorized and amended in 1997 and 2004. In 2004,
IDEA was changed to the Individuals with Disabilities Education, and Improvement Act (IDEIA,
2004), and new strict accountability measures correlating IDEIA to NCLB were added. While
IDEIA 2004 stated that all children with disabilities are expected to participate in state
assessments, NCLB holds schools accountable for all students’ results (Turnbull, Huerta, &
Stowe, 2009). In 2004, the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) principle was enhanced and it
was new momentum behind the push for full inclusion (Fuchs et al., 2010; Turnbull et al., 2009;
Villa & Thousand, 2005). Section 1400(c; 5) of IDEIA 2004 states:
having high expectations for such children and ensuring their access to the general
education curriculum in the regular classroom, to the maximum extent possible, in order
to meet developmental goals and, to the maximum extent possible, that challenging
expectations that have been established for all children; and be prepared to lead
productive and independent adult lives, to the maximum extent possible. (Turnbull et al.,
2009, p. 66)
To meet the requirements of IDEIA and NCLB, co-teaching has increased across the
country as a means of providing instruction in the least restrictive environment (Bryant-Davis et
al., 2012; Gordon, 2006; LaNear & Frattura, 2007). Co-teaching is a successful form of meeting
the requirements of IDEIA and NCLB, raising academic achievement, and meeting the needs of
students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment (Cook & Friend, 1995; Rea et al.,
2002; Villa & Thousand, 2005).
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According to the reauthorization of IDEIA 2004 and NCLB, school administrators are
accountable for the achievement of all students, including those with disabilities (Turnbull et al.,
2009). Due to the LRE section of IDEIA 2004, the rise of autism, critical lack of qualified
special educators, decrease in educational funding, and push by influential advocacy groups, full
inclusion is increasing across the nation, with and without necessary supports (Fuchs et al., 2010;
Shanker, 1995; U. S. Department of Education, 2007; Villa & Thousand, 2005).
Research indicates that for co-teaching to be successful teachers need sufficient planning
time, smaller class sizes, training, support, and materials (Burton & Pace, 2009; Fore et al., 2008;
Kennedy, Shukla, & Fryxell, 1997; Klinger et al., 1998; Mastropieri et al., 2007; Vaughn et al.,
1998; Villa & Thousand, 2005; Zigmond, 2003). However, in a research metasynthesis of
qualitative research of 32 reports from 1958 to 2006, Scruggs, et al. (2007) reported that over
two-thirds of the 10,560 teachers surveyed stated they lacked the necessary training, support
(administrative, paraprofessionals, specialists), sufficient time, and/or materials to implement
successful inclusion. Furthermore, Fuchs and Fuchs (1998) explained there is a “finite capacity”
for the general education classroom to change (p. 309). Teachers in general education
classrooms are overwhelmed with 20 to 45 students with a wide range of academic levels, little
or no support in the classroom, high-stakes accountability, and insufficient time for planning
(Praisner; 2003; Mastropieri et al., 2007, Vaughn et al., 1998). Additionally, very few general
education teachers and their administrators have received adequate special education and
inclusion training (Barnett & Monda-Amaya, 1998; Giametti-May, 2009; Hartfield, 2009;
Shanks, 2009). Moreover, funding for special education has never been fully funded and
educational funds are dwindling across the nation (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998; Lipsky & Gartner,
1996; Pfieffer & Reddy, 1996).
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Spanning the past 40 years, research evidence provides no compelling proof that one
placement is better than the other for the social or academic progress of students with disabilities
(Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998; Mastropieri et al., 2007; Zigmond, 2003). Thus far, research evidence on
full inclusion versus special day placement is methodologically flawed, inconclusive, and limited
(Fuchs et al., 2010; Hocutt, 1996; Mastropieri et al., 2007; Zigmond, 2003). Zigmond (2003)
stated in her review of research:
The accumulated evidence to date has produced only one unequivocal finding:
Languishing in a general education class where nothing changes and no one pays you any
attention is not as useful to students with mild/moderate learning or behavior disorders as
is getting some help, although it does not seem to matter for students with mild mental
retardation. (p. 196)
Summary
Overall, the research does indicate that full inclusion and co-teaching are effective for
most students if implemented correctly with supports. However, it is not appropriate for all
students with disabilities (Carlberg & Kavale, 1980; Fuchs et al., 2010; Mastropieri et al., 2007;
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017; Zigmond, 2003). As one of the main principles of special
education is an individualized education plan (IEP), which entails individualized instruction, “the
very concept of ‘one best place’ contradicts this commitment to individualization” (Zigmond,
2003, p. 196). The approach of one size fits all goes against the very essence of the IDEIA
(Fuchs et al., 2010; Shanker, 1995; Zigmond, 2003). Additionally, factors of successful coteaching and inclusion programs are positive attitudes of teachers and administrators,
collaborative planning time, necessary supports (specialists, paraprofessionals, technology),
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materials, curriculum, and training (Burton & Pace, 2009; Fore et. al., 2008; Mastropieri et al.,
2007; Villa & Thousand, 2005).
Moreover, research indicates that school administrators and teachers have positive
attitudes towards inclusion and students with disabilities; however, they feel unable to fully
support inclusion and students with disabilities due to inadequate funding, lack of supports (i.e.:
specialists, materials, paraprofessionals, technology, effective curricula), insufficient planning
time, and lack of training (Barnett & Monda-Amaya, 1998; Hartfield, 2008; Praisner, 2003;
Shanks, 2009). Research indicates teachers’ and principals’ attitudes are more positive with
professional experience and training in special education (Barnett & Monda-Amaya, 2008;
Hartfield, 2009; Praisner, 2003). As discussed throughout this chapter, over the past 40 years,
researchers, advocates, educators have been calling for general educators, paraprofessionals, and
administrators to receive special education training (Austin, 2001; Mastropieri et al., 2007;
Vaughn et al., 1998; Zigmond, 2003).
For nearly a century the rights of children with disabilities to receive free and appropriate
education and the placement of this education have been under debate (Andrews, 2000; Fuchs &
Fuchs, 1998; LaNear & Fraturra, 2007; Villa & Thousand, 2005; Zigmond, 2003). As such,
advocates have fought for years for children with disabilities to receive specialized
individualized instruction due to the fact the general education classroom may not be appropriate
for all students all of the time (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995; Fuchs et al., 2010; Zigmond, 2003).
Furthermore, “the reality of general education suggests that the requisite attitudes,
accommodations, and adaptations for students with disabilities are not yet in place” (Kavale &
Forness, 2000, p. 290). Additionally, the courts have determined that the LRE requirement
“does not mean that children with disabilities must be educated within the regular education
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classroom—or, for that matter, within their home school” (Kubicek, 1994, p. 37). The
effectiveness of one placement over another has more to do with what goes on within the
classroom, (i.e.; the form and delivery of instruction), rather than where the instruction takes
place (Fuchs et al., 2010; Shanker, 1995; Zigmond, 2003).
Due to the LRE component of IDEIA 2004, NCLB requirements, and research indicating
increased achievement for students with disabilities in the general education environment, the
inclusion of students with disabilities into the general education classroom and the use of the coteaching model is increasing throughout the United States. Research indicates that in order for
co-teaching to be successful administrators and general education teachers need to receive
adequate training in special education, supports, and resources to implement successful
integration and inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education setting (Ainscow,
2000; Burton & Pace, 2009; Cox, 2008; Praisner, 2003; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017).
Furthermore, co-teaching has shown to be more successful when co-teachers have a choice in
partners, special educators have content-area knowledge, and co-teachers have common planning
time (Cox, 2008; Hang & Rabren, 2009; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017). In summary, coteaching has shown to be an effective model of inclusion that can support the requirements of
ESSA, NCLB, and IDEIA (Bryant-Davis et al., 2012; Friend, 2008; Villa et al., 1996).
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Chapter 3: Research Design and Methodology
Restatement of Purpose
There are three purposes of this case study. The first purpose of this case study is to
determine what structures and programs contribute to successful co-teaching. The second
purpose is to explore the fundamental attitudes, practices, and relationships that contribute to
successful co-teaching partnerships in purposefully selected high-performing urban high school
setting in Southern California. The third purpose is to discover what supports, are needed to
assist schools in improving their co-teaching practices. The school chosen is a California Honor
Role school that scored above both district and state in English Language Arts, math, and science
from the 2015-2016 school year through the 2017-2019 school year. This case study will
provide data regarding the practices, relationships, attitudes, structures, and programs are factors
in successful co-teaching, and what supports are needed to assist schools in improving their coteaching practices.
The school chosen is California Honor Roll Star school that scored above both district
and state in English language arts, math, and science in the 2015-2018 school years. The Star
Honor Roll category of achievement stands for a school that is high performing and high poverty
(Educational Results Partnership, ERP, 2019). By learning what factors contribute to the success
of a high school co-teaching model, other schools, districts, and universities will be able to
utilize the knowledge garnered to create targeted professional development, enhance teacher
training programs, and replicate the success factors in other school settings.
Restatement of Research Questions
The following questions were asked at a purposefully selected high- performing urban
high school in Southern California.
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The research explored what co-teachers reported and the researcher observed regarding:
1. 1 What structures and programs do co-teachers believe contribute to the success of the
co-teaching model?
2. What attitudes, behaviors, and relationships do co-teachers contribute to the success of
the co-teaching model?
3. What supports are needed for successful co-teaching in a fully inclusive setting?
Research Design and Rationale
A single-case study design with a mixed-methods approach were utilized in this study.
According to Scruggs, et al. (2007) “Qualitative research is generally appropriate for describing
and providing insights about attitudes, perceptions, interactions, classroom structure, and
behaviors” (p. 394). Creswell (2009) stated that “Case studies are a strategy of inquiry in which
the researcher explores in depth a program, event, activity, process, or one or more individuals”
(p. 13).
A single case study design was chosen to understand the unique characteristics of the
attitudes, relationships, and practices that are undertaken in a co-teaching model in one highperforming high school in the Southern California. According to Yin (2014), there is a two-fold
definition of a case study:
1. A case study is an empirical inquiry that
•

Investigates a contemporary phenomenon (the “case”) in depth and within its realworld context, especially when

•

The boundaries between phenomenon and context may not be evident.

2. A case study inquiry
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•

Copes with technically distinctive situation in which there will be many or
variables of interest than data points, and as one result

•

Relies on multiple sources of evidence, with data needing to converge in a
triangulating fashion, and as another result

•

Benefits from the prior development of theoretical propositions to guide data
collection and analysis. (pp. 16-17)

Three means of data collection were utilized. In the first phase a survey was sent via survey
monkey to all the co-teaching partnerships at the school site that signed the consent letter to
participate. The survey guided the selection of the participants for the second phase of classroom
observations. The third phase will be one-on-one semi-structured interviews. Survey,
observation, and interview data will be triangulated to ensure reliability and validity. Creswell
(2009) stated, “In triangulation, researchers make use of multiple and different sources, methods,
investigators, and theories to provide corroborating evidence” (p.208). Yin (2014) stated that
better case studies incorporate a variety of data sources. According to Creswell (2009),
“qualitative research is an approach for exploring and understanding the meaning individuals or
groups ascribe to a social or human problem” (p. 4).
Target Population, Participants, Sample, and Sampling Procedures
Target population. The school was chosen was because it was a high-performing high
school in an urban setting with an unique program regarding co-teaching. The school is in an
urban school district responsible for the education of approximately 79,000 students annually.
Of these 79,000 students, approximately 21% are second language learners, 68% are
socioeconomically disadvantaged, and 12% are students with disabilities. The district serves a
diverse population, which is approximately 55% Hispanic, 14% Caucasian, 14% African
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American, 11% Asian, 2% Pacific Islander, less than 1% Native American/Alaskan Native, and
4% other (California Online Dashboard, 2018).
In 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018 school years, the high school studied scored
above both the district and state in English Language Arts (ELA), math, and science (SARC,
2016, 2017, 2018). For the 2014-2015 school year, 67% and 68% of the 10th-grade students
scored proficient or advanced in science. The district scored 50% and 48% proficient or
advanced prospectively and the state 56% in 2014-2015 and 54% proficient and advanced in
2015-2016 (SARC, 2016). Furthermore, 61.5% of the students with disabilities scored proficient
or advanced in science in 2015-2016. In 2015-2016, 63% of the students at the high school to be
studied scored proficient in ELA, whereas the district scored 45%, and the state scored 48%,
respectively. In 2015-2016, the school scored slightly above the district’s 34%, with 36%
meeting or exceeding State Standards and was on par with the State at 36% (SARC, 2016).
The high school is a School of Choice campus comprised of a student body of
approximately 714 students in grades 9-12 in the 2018-2019 school year. A School of Choice is
a high school that students all over the school district boundaries may choose to apply to for
acceptance. Students do not have to be residents of the area in which the school is located. In
this school’s population, 46.8% of students are socioeconomically disadvantaged, 2% are
English language learners, and 7.4% are students with disabilities (School Accountability Report
Card, SARC, 2017, 2018). The racial-ethnic background of the student body is 10.5% African
American, .3% American Indian, 7.3% Asian, 3.9% Filipino, 42.6% Hispanic, .7% Pacific
Islander, 26.9% White, and 2.3% two or more races (California Online Dashboard, 2018).
The school chosen was a “Pilot” school in the district specifically to pilot co-teaching at
the high school level while focusing on three distinct pathways linked to industries. Teachers
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were hired with the contingency that they would be co-teaching. Another unique aspect of the
co-teaching program is that the special educators follow a group of students for all 4 years of
high school. Furthermore, the school focus is on collaboration and small group work around the
three pathways.
Participants. The participants for this study are defined as single, dual or multiple
subjects credentialed general education high school teachers, and special education credentialed
high school teachers who have been co-teaching at a high performing high school for 3-5 years.
Table 1 represents the demographic characteristics of the participants as well as their teaching
experience, years of co-teaching, and subjects collaboratively taught during the case study.
Table 1
Participants’ Demographics

Participant
Teacher 1
Teacher 2

Degree held/Credential
Master’s/Education specialist
Master’s/Education Specialist

Teacher 3
Teacher 4
Teacher 5
Teacher 6
Teacher 7
Teacher 8
Teacher 9
Teacher 10

Master’s/English
Master’s/Science
Bachelor’s/Math
Master’s/Math
Master’s/World Languages
Bachelor’s/Science
Master’s/Art
Master’s/Social Sciences

Years teaching/
Years teaching
collaboratively
7/4
8/7
6/3
12/1
4/3
17/5
321/5
19/4
19/4
23/1

Subjects taught
Science, art, English, government
Two math classes, foreign language,
science, social science industry
English
Science
Math
Math
Foreign language
Science
Visual arts
Social science industry related

Sample. According to the Fingertip Facts on Education (California Department of
Education, 2019), for the 2018-2019 school year, there were 1,037 school districts and 1,323 public
high schools and 281 independent charter high schools in the state of California. In 2017-2018,
there was a total of 1,951,086 high school students enrolled in California public schools and
independent public charter schools. The sample was chosen from the third-largest urban district in
California, which served 74,681 students in the 2017-2018 school year. The school chosen is one of
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the 14 high schools in the district and is a school of choice that has scored above the district and
state average in statewide testing for 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018 school years (SARC,
2016, 2017, 2018).
Sampling procedures. This single case study utilized purposeful sampling. Purposeful
sampling is where research uses their knowledge to choose a sampling that is based upon specific
criteria. Mertens (2005) stated that for extreme or deviant case sampling, the criterion for selection
of cases might be to choose individuals or sites that are unusual or special in some ways. For this
case study participants were chosen from one of the highest performing high schools in one of the
largest urban school districts in the Southern California using the California Accountability Model
and School Dashboard. The California Accountability Model and School Dashboard is an online
system that provides information and data regarding schools in California that meet diverse
students’ needs by a variety of measures. Measures include state testing, attendance, graduation
rate, dropout rate, and suspension rate.
This design format began with the quantitative phase and was followed by the qualitative
phase. The results of the quantitative phase guided the selection of interview protocols and
selection of participants for the qualitative phase (Creswell, 2009; Creswell, Plano Clark, Gutmann
& Hanson, 2003; Mertens, 2005). The quantitative phase used a survey that was sent by email to all
co-teaching staff at the school site. The qualitative phase consisted of classroom observations
followed by semi-structured one-on-one interviews of co-teaching teams.
Setting
The setting is one medium-sized school in a large public non-charter urban school district in
the Southern California. The school site studied had three special educators, two with math expertise
and one with a single-subject English credential that was at the school since the first year. For the
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past 2 years there were three special educators, however now there are only two special education
co-teachers. Both of the current special education teachers have expertise in mathematics. The
special education teacher that left last school year was the lead teacher and was also credentialed in
English. Each co-teacher teaches five separate classes including a credit recovery class. Another
unique factor regarding the co-teaching program is that the special educators stay with the same
group of students for all 4 years.
Co-teaching teams are chosen by grade level and the special educator’s caseload. Each
special educator starts with a group of students and follows them for all 4 school years. For the
2019-2020 school year, one special educator has the ninth and 12th-grade students on his caseload,
and the other has the 10th and 11th graders. The classrooms they co-teach in are based upon their
caseload and the academic minutes that are needed to be met for each student. The classrooms that
have more students with IEPs the special education teachers are co-teaching/collaborating in the
classrooms. The special education assists are in the other classrooms that have lower numbers of
special education students.
The school was built with the pathways in mind. The buildings are set up with each
pathway program set of classrooms together with a carpeted common area in the middle of the of
the classrooms. This area has tables, chairs, and seating areas for students and teacher to congregate
and mingle. There is also a higher long table that has electrical outlets. Every classroom is
equipped a large screen TV attached to the wall, screens that drop down and retract from the ceiling,
document readers, desktop for the teacher, Chromebooks, and technology specific to the content
area.
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Human Subject Considerations
This study was approved by both Pepperdine University’s Graduate and Professional
Institutional Review Board (IRB) and the District IRB (Appendix D and Appendix E respectively).
There were a total of 10 participants in this study for both the quantitative phase and qualitative
phases. Participants were credentialed single-subject, dual credentialed (single-subject and special
education), or credentialed special educators with content area expertise.
The researcher developed a consent letter per Pepperdine’s IRB guidelines. The consent
letter was approved by Pepperdine University IRB and given to each participant to sign (Appendix
F ). The form indicates that (a) the study concerns the fundamental attitudes, relationships, and
practices regarding collaborative teaching, (b) they are not required to participate, and (c) if they do
participate, they may withdraw at any time without penalty.
Confidentiality
Participant data will be kept confidential; no information will be connected to the
participants. Each participant will be given a coded number so that the identity of the participant
will be kept confidential. Access to the research will be limited. The investigator will protect the
research with passwords and stored in a locked cabinet and a password-protected file on the
researchers’ computer.
Instrumentation and Content Validity
Survey. The researcher used an adapted version of the Perceptions of Co-Teaching Survey
(“PCTS”) piloted and developed by Austin (2001) in consultation with Fennick (1995). The survey
(see Appendix A) has two components: Part I contains questions regarding teacher participants’
demographic information, and Part II investigates four specific areas regarding teacher’s perceptions
about co-teaching and collaboration. The four specific areas: (a) Teacher Preparation for
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Collaborative Teacher, (b) Recommended Collaborative Practices, (c) Co-Teacher Perceptions of
Current Experience, and (d) School-Based Supports That Facilitate Collaborative Teaching.
Additional resources that Austin (2001) used to select survey items were
(a) “Collaborative Team Performance Survey and Part II: Collaborations of Co-Teachers” (Bixler,
1998); (b) Survey of Barriers to Collaboration Analysis of General and Special Education Roles
(Lackaye, 1997); (c) “Attitudes and Attributes of General Education Teachers Identified as
Effective Inclusionists” (Olson, Chalmers, & Hoover, 1997); (d) “Essential Elements for Successful
Collaboration” (Gaut, 1994); and (e) “Development of a Scale to Measure Attitudes Toward
Inclusive Education” (Wilczenski, 1995).
Austin (2001) first sent the survey out to nine field experts to review the tool for its clarity,
validity, and relevance. The survey was modified using recommendations from field experts and in
the fall of 1998, a pilot study was conducted. Austin used the results of the pilot student to hone
further the study to increase its clarity, validity, and relevance.
The participants consisted of 139 collaborative teachers from nine school districts in
northern New Jersey who were co-teachers (general and special education teachers) in Kindergarten
through 12th grade. All teachers who participated in the study had been collaborating for at least
one semester. The districts were considered middle income and located in one county of northern
New Jersey. The average class size was 27-31 students with a student to teacher ratio of 12.0 to
13.7 (Austin, 2001).
Part I has eight demographic questions, and Part II consists of four specific areas. Part I of
the survey will be modified to fit the study. For example, question 1 is not relevant for this study
because it asks if the teachers teach elementary, middle, or high school. All participants in this
study are high school teachers. Question 2 asks about the content areas. Reading will be removed,
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and Advanced Placement will be added. Question 3 will be adapted to include certification or
expertise of special educators in single subject areas.
Part II is set up with 5-point Likert scale questions ranging from 1- strongly agree to 5strongly disagree. The first area is Co-Teacher Perceptions of Current Experience and has five
questions and a section for comments. The second area has four questions regarding Recommended
Collaborative Practices with an area for comments on other collaborative practices you find
effective. The third area has seven questions related to Teacher Preparation for Collaborative
Teaching and an area for written comments. The fourth and final area has six questions regarding
School-Based Supports that facilitate Collaborative Teaching with an area for comments.
The Perceptions of Co-Teaching Survey was further validated in a study conducted by
Campbell and Jeters-Iles in 2017. In their study there was a total of 64 participants, 31 special
education teachers, and 33 general education teacher grades in 4 secondary schools (Campbell &
Jeters-Iles, 2017). Campbell and Jeter-Iles (2017) adapted the survey into an electronic version via
survey monkey. The response rate was 55.6% for the three middle schools and 46% for the one
high school with an equal distribution of responses from general and special educators (52.4%).
Teacher perceptions were generally positive similar to the results in Austin (2001). The survey was
converted into an electronic survey that participants can access via Survey Monkey.
Observation. The CTSS Co-Teaching Core Competencies Checklist developed by
Murawski and Lochner (2018) was used to conduct the classroom observations. In their book,
Beyond Co-Teaching Basics A Data-Driven, No-Fail Model For Continuous Improvement,
Murawski and Lochner (2018) developed an observation checklist of the 22 most critical
competencies for successful co-teaching from a list of 120 competencies for co-teaching and named
them the Core Competencies for Co-Teaching. Murawski and Lochner described how the Co-
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Teaching Core Competency Framework is divided into domains, strands, competencies, and core
competencies. The four domains are (a) the Learner and Learning, (b) The Task at Hand, (c)
Instructional Practices, and (d) Professional Responsibilities. In each of these four domains there
are 11 competencies strands. In Learner and Learner, there are two strands: learning differences and
classroom environment. In domain 2, The Task at Hand, there are three strands: content knowledge,
compliance issues, and co-teaching construct. Domain 3, Instructional Practices, has 3 strands:
assessment, planning, and instruction. Domain number 4, Professional Responsibilities also has
three strands: (a) communication, collaboration, and problem-solving; (b) families and community;
(c) professional practices and ethics.
Murawaski and Lochner (2018) utilized content validity, recent and relevant research on coteaching (Murawaski & Dieker, 2008; Scrugs et al., 2007) and co-teaching practitioner literature to
determine the 22 core competencies. These 22 core competencies encompass the 11 strands in the
four domains and organized into an observation tool named the CTSS Core-Competencies
Checklist. The checklist is available both in paper and electronically. The investigator used the
electronic version for data collection.
Interviews. Interview questions were developed using a variety of resources. Individuals
with similar characteristics of those being studied and experts in the field of special education and
co-teaching reviewed the interview questions for clarity, comprehensibility, and alignment with
research questions (See Table 2).
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Table 2
Synthesis of Research Questions, Interview Questions, and Researchers
Research
Question
What structures
and programs
contribute to the
success of the coteaching model
within a fully
inclusive setting?

Interview Questions
Special Education Teachers- Do you have a credential in a
single subject or single subject expertise? If so, which
area(s)?

Researchers
Austin, V. (2001). Perceptions in
co-teaching. Remedial and Special
Education, 22(4), 245-255.

Where you told you would be co-teaching when hired?

Cox, J. (1996). Your opinion please:
How to build the best questionnaires
in the field of education. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Corwin.

Roles &Responsibilities:
Who is responsible for the following procedural elements
of the classroom?
a. Grading
b. Student requests
c. Behaviors modifications
d. Behavior issues
e. Contacting parents
f. Writing referrals
g. Providing lesson/test accommodations/
modifications
h. Arranging seating chart/assigning groups
i. Creating lessons/assignments
Who is responsible for the instruction in your classroom?
Equal responsibility?
a. Strategically planned?
b. Did you plan together or collaborate on the
lesson?
c. Does this work?
d. Is there room for improvement?
How are lessons structured?
a. How often does whole group instruction take
place?
b. How often does small group instruction take
place?
c. Any pullout?
What types of student grouping do you use?
a. How successful were they?
How do you meet the individualized needs of your
students?
a. How do you differentiate lessons?
b. How do you collaborate about lesson
differentiation?

Friend, M., Cook, L., Hurley,
Chamberlain, D., & Shamberger, C.
(2010). Co-teaching: An illustration
of the complexity of collaboration in
Special Education. Journal Of
Educational and Psychological
Consultation, 20(9), 9-27.
Murawaski, W. W. (2009).
Collaborative teaching in secondary
schools: Making the co-teaching
marriage work! Thousand Oaks,
CA: Corwin.
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Which, if any, specific program or specialized curriculums
have you used or observed?
What curriculum do you use?
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Research
Question
What attitudes,
behaviors, and
relationships
contribute to the
success of the coteaching model?

Interview Questions
How many co-teachers do you work with during the
school day?
a. Same subject area?
b. Describe experiences
(benefits/barriers) teaching with more than one coteacher?
What aspects of the curriculum are you most comfortable
teaching?
a. Least comfortable teaching?
b. Explain
What are the most important aspects for a successful coteaching relationship?
How important is trust and respect in a co-teaching
partnership? Explain
How does your co-teaching partnership work in your
classroom? (gen ed)
What are some of the differences between the different
classrooms you co-teach in? (special ed)
What are barriers to a successful co-teaching relationship?
Have you have issues with co-teachers? If so, how did
you resolve them?
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Research
Question
What are supports
needed for
successful coteaching in a fully
inclusive setting?

Interview Questions
To enhance your co-teaching program, what expertise or
training do you think would be useful?
a. Professional development topics?
How have the co-teaching in-services or professional
development/trainings helped you?
What supports have helped you in coteaching/collaboration?

What additional supports do you feel are needed to make
co-teaching more successful?
a.
b.
c.
d.

Administrative support
Planning time
Training
Summer planning time

Would you prefer daily, weekly, bi-weekly, or monthly
planning time?
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Data Collection Methods
Three means of data collection were used in this study: surveys, observations, and
interviews:
Survey. Using Survey Monkey, a survey was sent via e-mail to the 10 general education
teachers and two special education co-teachers who currently co-teach at the school being
studied.
Observations. Teaching teams were selected to be observed based on classrooms where
co-teaching/collaboration was taking place. Originally there were three special education coteachers; however this year there are only two, hence limiting the number of classrooms for
observation. Observations were conducted after the survey portion of the study. The school is on
a block schedule with eight periods, four 88-minute periods a day. Even number classes one day
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and odd number the next, therefore each class is every other day. Observations were 88 minutes
for each co-teaching team. Observations took place beginning October 21. The observations
were conducted over a three week period. After the observation portion of the study, teachers
from the co-teaching teams were interviewed individually for 20-60 minutes per co-teaching
partner.
Interviews. Ten one-one semi-structured interviews were conducted over two weeks
beginning on November 4. The interviews were digitally recorded to ensure accuracy. A digital
recorder was used to ensure thorough documentation of the participants’ responses allowing the
researcher to maintain eye contact with participants, provide encouraging gestures such as
nodding and smiling and give undivided attention to the participants.
The researcher purposely interviewed each participant in their classroom where they
would feel the most comfortable. Interviews were scheduled during their conference periods to
not take away from instruction or add onto their school day. One teacher asked to meet after
school so it would not conflict with his time with students. The researcher first went over the
purpose of the case study and reminded participants that they could opt-out at any time. The
researcher asked permission of the participants to use a digital recorder for the interview,
explaining that a recording device allowed the researcher to give full attention to the responses
and not distracted by taking notes.
The interview questions (Table 2) begin with basic yes or no demographic information
move into classroom responsibilities and then into more open-ended questions to allow for a
more fluid answer from the participants. The questions were developed to assist in answering
the researcher’s three research questions. “The interviews will be guided conversations rather
than structured queries. In other words, although you will be pursuing a consistent line of
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inquiry, your actual stream of questions in a case study interview is likely to be fluid rather than
rigid “(Yin, 2009, p. 106)
Reflective journaling was used after each interview to record personal feelings and
thoughts to assist in separating any personal interpretations or opinions that may influence data
analysis.
The researcher and co-teachers used their coded numbers during the interviews, no names
were used in the recordings of the interviews. Recordings of the interviews were sent to a third
party, a web-based company called rev.com (www.rev.com) for transcription. Copies of the
transcriptions were sent to participants to review and edit for accuracy or responses. Data
(recordings, notes, reflective journaling, transcripts) will be kept on a flash drive and store in a
locked filing cabinet to which only the researcher has a key. After 5 years, all data will be
destroyed.
Data Analysis and Interpretation
Survey Monkey was utilized for the survey portion of the study. Survey Monkey has a
data analysis function that will be used by the researcher. The data from Survey Monkey was
gathered and downloaded into a Microsoft Excel file. The data includes descriptive statistics for
each of the Likert-scale items included in the survey. Quantitative data was analyzed and coded
based upon demographics and characteristics such as (a) training, (b) co-planning time, (c)
responsibilities, and (d) experience.
The online version of the CTSS Core Competencies Observation Checklist, which has a
data analysis tool. Observational data was downloaded into an Excel file. The data was
analyzed and coded based upon demographics and characteristics such as (a) co-teacher parity,
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(b) both teachers assist and work with all students, (c) universal design, (d) use of technology,
and (e) evidence of co-planning and communication between teachers.
The transcribed interview data were uploaded into the Atlas ti8 software for coding.
Interview data was carefully analyzed for emerging patterns and coded. At first there were 304
codes, then through a more narrow focus they were merged or deleted into 84 succinct codes that
related to the three research questions. Then emerging themes were determined and color-coded.
Tables were developed using the Atlas ti 8 software showing the frequency of the various codes
and themes. The survey, observation, and interview data were then triangulated.
Table 2 is a synthesis of research questions, interview questions, and researchers. The
table delineates the interview questions that assisted with answering each of the research
questions and the research that was used to determine the interview questions.
Summary
Chapter 3 explains the research design and methodology that was used in the study. The
chapter restates the purpose of the study and research questions. The research design and the
rationale for the design are discussed. The sampling method, setting, and plans for the treatment
of human subjects are outlined in detail. Confidentiality is considered along with the delineation
of the data collection methods. In conclusion, instrumentation and data analysis and
interpretation are discussed.
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Chapter 4: Results
There are two main purposes in this case study. The primary purpose of this case study is
to explore the fundamental attitudes, practices, structures, and relationships that contribute to
successful co-teaching partnerships in purposefully selected high-performing urban high school
setting in the Southern California. The secondary purpose is to determine what professional
developments and/or training is needed to assist schools in improving their co-teaching practices.
This case study provides data regarding the practices, relationships, supports, structures, and
attitudes that are factors in successful co-teaching and what professional development and/or
trainings are needed in order to improve the practice of co-teaching. In this chapter, the research
findings based on the data collected are discussed.
Research Questions
The following questions were asked at a purposefully selected high-performing urban
high school in Southern California.
What did co-teachers report and what did the researcher observe regarding:
1. What structures and programs do co-teachers believe contribute to the success of the coteaching model?
2. What attitudes, behaviors, and relationships do co-teachers contribute to the success of
the co-teaching model?
3. What supports are needed for successful co-teaching in a fully inclusive setting?
Research Design
A single-case study design and a mixed-methods approach were utilized in this study.
Three methods of data collection were used: ( a) survey, (b) observation, and (c) interviews. The
Perceptions of Co-Teaching Survey (PCTS) by Vance Austin (2001) was adapted to an online
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version using Survey Monkey. An email with the link to the survey was sent to all co-teachers
who are currently co-teaching at the purposefully selected school. The survey has two parts: The
first part is yes/no questions and check the boxes regarding basic demographic information such
as how many years have you taught and what do you teach collaboratively; the second part has
four sections:
•

Perceptions of current experience

•

Recommended collaborative practices
o Teachers’ belief/value of the practice
o Whether teachers currently employ the practice

•

Teacher preparation for collaborative teaching and if they found it to be useful

•

School-based supports that facilitate collaborative teaching
o Teachers’ belief/value of the statement
o Whether they currently have access to or receive the school-based services

Additionally, there was space at the end of each section where participants could write in
comments.
The classroom observations were conducted over three weeks, beginning on October 21,
2019. The researcher was introduced to the special educators by the principal of the school site.
The special educators then introduced the researcher to all the general education teachers that
they taught with collaboratively that agreed to participate in the study. The researcher used the
Co-teaching Competencies Observation Checklist (Murawaski & Lochner, 2018). The checklist
has three sections: (a) look for items, (b) ask for items, and (c) and listen for items. With the
permission and suggestion of Murawaski and Lochner (2018), the researcher adapted the study
and used only the “look for” and “listen for” portions of the checklist. Murawaski and Lochner
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have adapted the checklist so schools and researchers can use the tool on an IPad in a school
setting. Additionally, the online tool can be used to write reports and analyze the data. There is
also paper version that is available online to download and in their publications. Eight
collaborative classrooms were observed.
Interviews were conducted over two weeks beginning November 4, 2019. The interviews
took place in the teachers’ classrooms to assist in putting the teachers at ease. The interviews
were conducted one-on-one and lasted from 20 to 60 minutes per interview. The interviews were
conducted after the observations. This helped with the teachers feeling more at ease during the
interview process. During the interviews additional follow-up questions were asked to clarify
answers and to gather more in-depth information to answer the research questions.
Findings
The findings were organized by the three research questions. The research questions will
be reviewed below in order of each research question. The findings were presented by the
quantitative results of the Perceptions of Co-Teaching Survey (Austin, 2001) data, then by the
observations data from the results of the Co-teaching Core Competencies Observation Checklist
(Murawaski & Lochner,2018), concluding with the primary qualitative data from the 10 one-onone semi-structured interviews with each co-teacher. The results from the survey, observations,
and interviews were then triangulated.
Research question one (RQ1). What structures and programs contribute to the success
of the co-teaching model within a fully inclusive setting? Data collection to answer RQ1 included
six questions from the PCTS, eight items from the Co-Teaching Core Competencies Observation
Checklist, and five interview questions. The first section analyzed the PCTS responses; the
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second section analyzed data from the observations, followed by the primary data from the
interviews. The data for each research question was then triangulated.
PCTS results. There were seven questions used from the PCTS used to analyze RQ1:
five through 10 and 23. Question 5 pertains to co-teachers perceptions of their current
experience. Questions numbered 6 through 10 relate to recommended collaborative practices.
Question 23 relates to school-based supports that facilitate collaborative teaching. In this
section, each bar graph in Figures 1 through Table 17 below, displays, both the special education
co-teachers and the general education co-teachers’ responses in percentages of the total number
surveyed of special educators and general educators surveyed. Two special educators and eight
general educators participated in the survey portion of the study. Special education teachers’
responses are in blue, and general education teachers’ responses are in green.
Question 5 pertains to co-teachers’ perception of their current experience. Question 5
asked, “My partner and I solicit each other’s feedback and benefit from it” (Figure 1). All but
one co-teacher, 90%, felt that they solicited feedback from each other and that they benefited
from it. Fifty percent strongly agreed, and 40% agreed. There was only one outlier that strongly
disagreed. Both special educators strongly agreed that they solicit feedback from their general
educators and benefit from it. The one general education teacher who strongly disagreed has only
been co-teaching for 1 year and in a content area that is not an area of expertise for either of the
special education teachers.
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#5. My Partner And I Solicit Feedback And Benefit From It
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
0%

10%

General Education

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Special Education

Figure 1. PCTS question #5: My partner and I solicit feedback from each other and benefit from
it.
Questions numbered 6 through 10 of the PCTS seek to clarify collaborative practices in a
co-teaching partnership and program. These four questions directly correlate with RQ1 and
RQ2. RQ1 refers to what structures and programs are in place for successful co-teaching. RQ2
pertains to attitudes, relationships, and behaviors in a co-teaching partnership. Collaborative
practices, such as (a) meeting daily to plan lessons, (b) sharing classroom management
responsibilities, (c) sharing instruction, (d) offering feedback, and (e) establishing maintaining
specific areas of responsibility are significant structural elements in a co-teaching program.
Notably, the data are primarily positive results regarding collaborative practices.
Question 6a (Figure 2) asked what teachers’ beliefs are or the value they place on
meeting daily to plan lesson and whether or not it is needed for successful co-teaching. The
second part of the question, number 6b (Figure 3), dealt with if the co-teacher actually employs
the practice of planning daily with their co-teaching partner. The two special educators had two
different sets of opinions and practices whether they valued and employed daily lesson planning.
One special educator replied they “agreed” that it was necessary and answered that he employs
the practice. Likewise the special educator who “disagreed” replied that he also did not employ
the practice of meeting daily to plan lessons. The special educators’ viewpoints paralleled the
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data from general educators. The special educator who disagreed with meeting daily,
corresponding co-teachers, also answered that they “disagreed” and “strongly disagreed.”
Whereas the other special educators’ partner teachers answered “agreed” and “neither agreed nor
disagreed.”
#6a. I Believe Co-Teachers Should Meet Daily To Plan Lessons
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
0%
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30%

40%

50%

60%

Special Education

Figure 2. PCTS question #6a: I believe co-teachers should meet daily to plan lessons.

#6b. I Meet Daily With My Co-Teaching Partner To Plan
Lessons
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
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40%
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Figure 3. PCTS question #6b: I meet daily with my co-teacher to plan lessons.
Questions numbered 7a (Figure 4) and 7b (Figure 5) relate to whether co-teachers believe
that they should share classroom management responsibilities and whether they employ the
practice. Classroom responsibilities refer to things such as classroom management, seating
arrangements, lesson planning, creating assessments, grading, contacting parents, and writing

110

referrals. Both special educators, 30% of the teachers surveyed, “strongly agree” that coteaching partners should share responsibilities. They answered that they “strongly agree” that
they currently share classroom responsibilities with their co-teaching partner. However, in
practice one special educator only “agreed” instead of “strongly agreed.” The general education
co-teaching partners’ answers ranged from 20% answering that they “neither agree” or
“disagree,” 50% agreed, and 10% strongly agreed that classroom management responsibilities
should be shared. The general educators’ employment of sharing classroom management
responsibilities matched their beliefs except for one general educator who said they “agreed” and
answered “neither agreed or disagreed” regarding whether they employ sharing classroom
management responsibilities. Overall, 70% of the co-teachers “agreed” and “strongly agreed”
that they share classroom management responsibilities.
#7a. I Believe Co-Teachers Should Share Classroom
Managament Responsibilities
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
0

0.2

0.4

General Education 12%

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

Special Education

Figure 4. PCTS question #7a: I believe co-teachers should share classroom management
responsibilities.
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#7b. I Share Classroom Management
Responsibilities
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
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Figure 5. PCTS question #7b: I share classroom management responsibilities.
Sharing classroom instruction is a crucial element in a co-teaching relationship. The data
from the PCTS questions numbered 8a (Figure 6) and 8b (Figure 7) demonstrates that 60% of the
co-teachers surveyed believe they should share classroom instruction and 10%, one special
educator, “strongly agreed.” One educator, 10%, “neither agreed or disagreed” and 20%
“disagreed” that they should share classroom instruction. The data shows that 50% of the coteachers share classroom instruction, 10% “strongly agreed,” and 40% “agreed” (Table 10). Of
the teachers surveyed, 30% “neither agreed nor disagreed” and 20% “disagreed” that they
shared classroom instruction.
#8a. I Believe Co-teachers Should Share Classroom
Instruction
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
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20%
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40%

50%
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Special Education 50%

Figure 6. PCTS question #8a: I believe co-teachers should share classroom instruction.
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#8b. I Share Classroom Instruction
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Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
0%

10%

20%

General Education

30%

40%

50%

60%

Special Education

Figure 7. PCTS question #8b: I share classroom instruction.
The review of the literature indicates that offering feedback is a practice that has been
shown to improve teaching practices. Questions number 9a (Figure 8) and 9b (Figure 9) seek to
clarify if co-teachers believe/value regularly offering feedback to each other. Of the teachers
surveyed, 10% “strongly agree” and 70% of the co-teachers “agree;” both special educators and
six general educators, that co-teachers should regularly offer feedback to each other. Another
20% “neither disagreed or agreed” that they should regularly offer feedback. The data shows that
20% “strongly agree” that they regularly offer feedback, and 60% “agree.” Furthermore, 10%
percent “neither agree nor disagree” and 10% “strongly disagree” that they regularly offer
feedback.
#9a. I Value Regulary Offering Feedback

Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
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40%

50%

60%

Special Education

Figure 8. PCTS question #9a: I believe co-teachers should regularly offer feedback.
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70%

#9b. I Regulary Offer Feedback
Strongly Agree
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Neither Agree or Disagree
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Strongly Disagree
0

0.1

0.2

General Education

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

Special Education

Figure 9. PCTS question #9b: My co-teacher and I regularly offer feedback.
Questions numbered 10a (Figure 10) and 10b (Figure 11) seek to clarify if co-teachers
should establish and maintain specific areas of responsibility. Of the co-teachers surveyed, 60%,
one special educator and five general educators, believed they should establish and maintain
specific areas in responsibility. Thirty percent neither agreed or disagreed, and 10% “strongly
disagreed.” Regarding if co-teachers employed the practice of establishing and maintain specific
areas of responsibility in their classrooms 70% “agreed.” One special educator moved from
“neither agree nor disagree” that she believed they should establish and maintain specific areas
of responsibility to agreeing that she employed in the classroom. One special educator answered
that he “neither agreed or disagreed” in valuing establishing and maintain specific areas of
responsibility to “disagree” in employing the practice.

114

#10a. I Believe Co-Teachers Should Establish And
Maintain Specific Areas Of Responsibility
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Figure 10. PCTS question #10a: I believe co-teachers should establish and maintain specific
areas of responsibility.

#10b. I Establish And Maintain Specific Areas Of
Responsibility
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Figure 11. PCTS question #10b: I establish and maintain specific areas of responsibility with my
co-teacher.
Being able to modify classroom configurations, such as seating and classroom set up is
an important aspect of the structure of the classroom. Question 23a asked whether teachers
valued opportunities to modify the classroom configurations. Of the co-teachers surveyed, 30%,
both special educators and general educator, valued the ability to modify classroom
configurations (Figure 12). 30% of the co-teachers felt it was “somewhat useful,” 30% felt it
was of “limited use” and 10%, one teacher, did not know if they valued opportunities to modify
the classroom configuration. Similarly, both special educators responded that they have
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“plentiful access” to modify classroom configurations (Figure 13). Interestingly, only two
general educators responded that they have “plentiful access.” Two general educators, 20%
replied that they had “some access” and 20% replied that they had “limited access” to modifying
classroom configurations. One teacher replied she did “no access” and this is due to her room
having fixed tables that cannot be moved. One teacher. 10% stated that they “did not know” if
they had access to modify their classroom configuration.
#23a. I Value Opportunities To Modify Classroom
Configurations
Don't Know
Not Useful
Of Limited Use
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Figure 12. PCTS question #23a: I value opportunities to modify the classroom configuration.

23b. I have Opportunites to Modify Classroom
Configurations
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Figure 13. PCTS question #23b: I have opportunities to modify the classroom configuration.
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Core Competencies Observation Checklist Results. The Core Competencies Observation
Checklist had eight items related to RQ1 (Table 3). There is a 0 to 3 scale: (a) a score of 0
meaning that the observer did not see the evidence, (b) a score of 1 meaning the observer saw an
attempt, (c) a score of 2 meaning the observer saw evidence, (d) a score of 3 meaning the
observer saw it and it was done well. Eight classrooms were observed by the researcher for 88
minutes per class. The collaborative classrooms observed were biology, chemistry, geometry,
Algebra 2, English 9, art, criminal justice, and Spanish 2. Table 3 below represents the results of
the 8 items related to RQ1 in the Core Competencies Observation Checklist results.
Items 11.6, 8.6, and 8.13 all had the highest score of 3 in every collaborative classroom
observed. Item 11.6 was about the two adults arriving on time in the classroom and remaining in
the classroom the entire time. For the classes observed both teachers were in the classroom the
entire period. The researcher had difficulty with some observations due to IEP meetings that
went overtime so the special educator was unable to be in the classroom and the observation was
rescheduled.
Table 3
Co-Teaching Core Competencies related to RQ1 results.
Item
4.5

Description
Two or more professionals working
together in the same physical space.

Min
0

Max
3

Mode Mdn
2
2

Mean
1.8

9.5

Class environment demonstrates
parity and collaboration.

0

3

1

2

1.6

11.6

Both teachers begin and end
class together and remain in
the room the entire time.

0

3

3

3

3

continued
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Item
8.6

Description
During instruction both teachers
assist students with and without
disabilities.

Min
0

3

8.8

Max Mode Mdn
3
3
3

Class instruction and activities
proactively promote multiple
modes of representation,
engagement and expression
(universal Design for Learning-UDL).

0

3

2

2.5

2.5

3.7

Differentiated content and
strategies based on formative
assessments are used to meet the
range of learning needs.

0

3

2

2

2.2

8.13

Technology (to include Assistive
technology) is used to enhance
accessibility and learning.

0

3

3

3

3

5.7

A variety of instructional
approaches (5 co-teaching approaches)
are used, include
regrouping students.

0

2

2

2

1.5

Mean

1.6

It is difficult to tell students
0
3
3
2
2.9
with special needs from the
general education students.
___________________________________________________________________________
Both the general education and special education teachers in all the classrooms observed
were walking around helping various groups of students in the classroom. Neither the general
education nor the special education teacher pulled students out separately. Sometimes the
different teachers helped individual students; however the researcher was unable to ascertain if
they were general education of special education students (Item 1.6).
The high school that is the focus of this case study was built 7 years ago and is a new
school with the latest technology. Item 8.13 questions whether technology is used to enhance
accessibility and learning. Technology is abundant and in use in every classroom. Every
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classroom had a large screen TV/document reader, and there were individual Chromebooks
being used in each classroom observed. Both math classes used the Chromebooks, the document
reader, and graphic calculators throughout the classroom period. All students seemed to be at
ease with the technology. The art classroom even had special lighting and the materials for a
visual arts classroom. Students who were mainstreamed from the moderate/severe program on
the campus had specialized augmentative alternative communication (AAC) devices with eye
gaze and voice output so students could communicate with their peers and teachers. Every
teacher seemed to be well versed in technology as evidenced by their use in the classroom. For
example, in eight out of the eight classrooms the teachers used the document cameras and seven
out of the eight classrooms were using Chromebooks.
Additionally the two math classrooms were using graphic calculators. In three of the
classrooms the teachers moved from the document cameras to showing videos and
documentaries. The technology was interwoven seamlessly into every classroom observed.
Every classroom scored a three in the use of technology.
Throughout all eight classrooms, there was evidence of universal design (Item 8.8).
Overall, the mean was 2.5. In one classroom students could use technology, write a paper, or
present a project. In all classrooms the use of technology was interwoven. Students who had
difficulty with writing could use Chromebook to type. Some students had AAC devices for
communication. There was evidence of universal design in the projects and student work posted
in the classroom. It stated that the project could be completed through multiple means: (a) video,
(b) a paper, or (c) a presentation. The use of universal design was more evident in some
classrooms than others. For instance, in one science classroom the lesson started with a video,
followed by classroom discussion, then moved into individual and small group discussions, and
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finished with students working with their lab team partners. The classrooms that scored slightly
lower were as a result of teachers having students all do the same classroom assignments. The
classroom work, however, was hands-on and explained in a variety of ways. For example,
students were working independently at their desks while the teacher called on various students
to answer questions relating to what was displayed on the document reader. The work was
color-coded and students took turns in answering and asking questions. Next materials were
given out in vials for students to work in teams to determine the properties. In every classroom
students were given opportunities to demonstrate their knowledge in various ways through
answering questions, homework, and classwork.
Differentiation (Item 3.7) was apparent in all the classrooms, some more than others. For
instance, in one classroom the teacher had interactive journals. The teacher went step by step
showing the students what needed to be in the journal for that week. The interactive journals had
notes, cheat sheets with needed information, and other classroom resources. One class had a few
students read out loud after each student read questions were asked, then the teacher read,
followed by a documentary, and ended with small group and whole group discussions. As stated
earlier, the use of calculators and graphic calculators were used in both math classes. During the
lesson the general education or special education teacher was writing a problem on the board,
and the other co-teacher was observing, then they switched, and one of them went over the
problem and demonstrated on the document reader.
Additionally, the special educator asked clarifying questions at times when he saw that
students didn’t understand. In one classroom the work was broken down in three steps at a time
for students so they can get through the process. The special educators also jumped in and
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reminded teachers to slow down and sometimes restated what they just said differently so
students could understand. The overall the mean score on this item was 2.2.
Classroom parity (Item 9.5) and a variety of the co-teaching approaches (Item 5.7) had
the lowest mean scores overall all 1.6 and 1.5, respectively. The literature indicates that
classroom parity is difficult throughout collaborative classrooms. Furthermore, the rubric asked
if both names were on the board if there were two desks and if teachers shared materials. Having
two desks in a high school classroom where there are upwards of 37 students, given the size of
the classroom is not entirely feasible. Likewise, teachers’ names were not posted on the boards.
Additionally, special educators collaboratively teach in up to five classrooms a day.
They both carry a Chromebook and other materials in their backpacks from room to room. In the
math classrooms the co-teacher and teacher were both using the technology and other classroom
materials. In other classrooms the special educator did have access to the materials; however the
general educator was the person running the class. In other classrooms it was apparent that
materials where shared. For example, while the general education teacher was lecturing the
special education teacher went to his desk and started working on the computer to find out
information to rearrange the seating. In another classroom, the special educator went up, turned
on the document camera and started demonstrating while the general education teacher was
reviewing a math problem so it was evident that classroom materials were readily shared in these
classrooms.
It was difficult in the math classroom to distinguish the special educator from the general
educator. The class flowed, and the teachers took turns reviewing problems with the class. They
worked in tandem, and the instruction was seamless. The math classrooms were the only
classrooms different co-teaching groupings such as station teaching and parallel teaching. In the
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Spanish class, the co-teacher took an active role in games and skits. He also walked around and
worked with small groups throughout the classroom period. Additionally, in the Criminal Justice
classroom the special educator assisted with small groups and observed during lectures, took
notes, and helped the general educator with grouping students. Overall, only two classrooms
were using more than one or two of the five co-teaching practices.
Interview results. There were seven interview questions related to RQ1. The questions
that related to RQ1 were:
1. What does instruction look like in your classroom?
2. What specific programs or specialized curriculum do you use?
3. Who is responsible for the following procedural elements in the classroom?
4. How often do whole group and small group take place, and is there any pullout?
5. Did you choose your co-teaching partner?
6. How many co-teachers do you work with during the day?
7. Do you have common planning time?
Tables 4 through 8 show the five emerging themes from the data. Table 4 having the
most occurrences down to Table 8 with the least occurrences. RQ1 had a total of five themes
with 259 codes in total. Some of the codes overlap with other themes; for example, lack of coteacher training can also be under the hindrances and barriers theme.
Table 4 shows the frequencies for each of the 16 codes for a total of 98 responses and
quotes by the co-teachers. The theme that emerged from the code was instructional strategies.
Some were more prevalent than others. The general education teacher as lead teacher and
student-focused practices were the most frequent.
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Table 4
Theme 1: Instructional Strategies

Category Codes
GE is Lead Instructor
Student focused
Games, movement to enhance
instruct.
SE scaffolds and differentiates
during class
SE/GE switch roles more 50/50
SE supports so GE can provide
content
Instruc. Delivery Different by
Class/Subject
SE Augments GE Instruction
Use Frequent Breaks w/Behavior
Gradual release of responsibility
SE 100% Instructs/GE Circles
SE asks clarifying questions for
students
SE Guides GE in Instruction
Same format in curriculum
SE 25% Instructs/GE 75%
SE leads and GE supports

Participants
P5 P6 P7
1
1
1
6
0
1
2
0
2

P1
3
5
3

P2
2
0
2

P3 P4
1 3
1 0
0 0

P8
1
2
1

P9
2
0
1

P10
1
0
0

Totals
16
15
13

1

2

1

1

2

2

1

0

1

1

12

2
1

2
2

0
0

1
0

2
1

1
2

0
1

1
0

0
1

0
0

9
8

2

1

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

2

7

1
2
0
1
0

2
1
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

1
0
0
1
0

0
0
0
0
1

0
0
0
0
0

1
0
0
0
1

0
0
2
0
0

1
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

5
3
2
2
2

2
0
1
0

0
1
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
1

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

2
1
1
1

The interview data from Table 4 shows the most prevalent code that emerged from
instructional structure theme is that the general education teacher is the lead instructor. All ten
participants made comments regarding the general education teacher being the primary instructor
to deliver the content. When asked who was responsible for instruction participant number four
replied, “I am. Not many people can teach science unless they’re credentialed in science.”
A science teacher further elaborated on the structure of her classroom and how the coteacher provided support:
So they primarily focus on the students who do need that extra support, so who have IEPs
particularly, so that’s why they are here at those specific times. The RSP teacher and the
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aide. But if there’re other concerns or issues with students who don’t qualify for the
services they would then support me, but it’s mostly they do support during the
independent time, during independent work, for the students, and they’ll go around.
Teacher 8 replied, “I am responsible for the primary content, and the RSP teacher finds the ways
to support. He structures it differently sometimes. He provides more support in the process than I
do typically.” Teacher 6 explained,
I use whole group to explain a new concept, it is a shorter amount of time. Then the
students move into small groups to work on the concepts and their projects. The coteacher assists me by working with small groups when they are going over the material.
He also helps me break down material so students can better understand.
Teacher 2, a special educator, elaborated on the structure of collaborative teaching:
There are two different types, and that’s usually what it is in my two ranges. One is
legitimate co-teaching where we’re both having a part in the lesson, and one is that kind
of lead teacher, the gen ed teacher is the lead, and then I assist more with clarifying
things, or redirecting and refocusing to make sure the kids are on-task.
Teacher 1, a special educator, stated,
It’s rare that we teach the entire class. We may teach a component because sometimes the
gen ed teacher, while they know the content, are not able to break it down at a level of
that the students, including the gen ed students, can actually grasp.
He further explained, “It’s kind of like we have this talent, I guess, of scaffolding things or
presenting it in a different way that may not be accessible for the gen ed teacher to utilize, I
guess.”
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In some classrooms, the groupings change, and the instruction is shared when asked
about who is responsible for instruction, teacher 2 replied:
So if it’s a math class, then it looks different; it could be for that entire class period, the
special ed teachers teaching, and the gen ed teacher is kind of like circling the room. Or it
could be 50, 50. Or it could be 25, 75%. Or it could be just observing what’s happening
in the classroom that day, and the special ed teachers just flying around the room making
sure that the kids are on task and asking individual questions. Not just of the special ed
students, though, but also the gen ed students. So if the gen ed student has a question or
needs assistance, the special ed is, because of our model, we are there primarily for the
special ed students; however we’re also there assisting the gen ed students.
On the structure of the school and the co-teaching program, teacher 3 stated. “There [are]
so many nets to grab the kids. So there are four levels of filtering for the students.” He further
explained,
They have to work hard. And this was something that we agreed to because students have
to work hard here to fail. You have to work at it. For you to be, to fail, you’ve got to be,
you’ve got to put effort into failing here, because there’s so much support for the
students.
Teacher 2 stated, “There’s so much collaboration amongst the teachers because we see you.
Because we’re a small campus, we can go, ‘Oh that kid. Oh, yeah, this right here is going on
with him.’”
When asked about specific curriculums or programs, teacher 5 explained, “Algebra 1,
geometry, and algebra 2, all use the same publisher, so the idea is that they understand how the
book flows. Example, practice, example, test.” “So they stick with that format all the way
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through. So that’s been one of the benefits on the math side of things is it’s kind of the same.”
Teacher 3 responded, “We use the Pearson EasyBridge curriculum, which is our English
curriculum. Students have both a book that is reproducible. But we also have Chromebooks in
our class, because there is an online component for that book.” Teacher 8 explained, “What’s
nice about that curriculum, is it does support students moving from whole-class learning to small
group learning to independent learning. So it also kind of supports the idea of collaboration with
the students in the classroom.” A special educator explained a strategy that was being used
school-wide,
Now, this year, all of our classes are using something called CLEVER where it’s like
claim, evidence, reason, and that’s how they’re writing across the board. Chemistry’s
using it, English is using it, the law class uses it, history uses it, so since they’re all on the
same page I’m able to jump in on that strategy.
He further explained,
For instance, in the law class they’re looking at different documents, and they’re
analyzing. I was able to go up on the board when he had drawn their treemap, and I was
able to say this is your claim part, even though it says argument, and then where it says
what documents you’re using I can say this is actually your evidence, and then when it
says your conclusion that’s your reasoning. That’s your CL, EV, and ER.
When asked how lessons were structured, teacher 10 replied, “We usually use, as a
school, we use the gradual release of responsibility a lot of the times.” Another teacher
commented, “I like to start off each class period with a warmup, where it’s individual students.
But then they do sometimes discuss in small group, and then we’ll lead into maybe a whole class
discussion.” She further reiterated, “If I have to start a new lesson, I do a lot of direct instruction,
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which is whole group, but I might take them through activities, where that facilitate maybe
collaborative conversations or them working in smaller groups or in teams.” Teacher 7
commented on the structure of instruction school-wide, “A lot of our work we focus on as a
school is small group instruction.”
When asked about strategies for differentiation, six out of the 10 teachers responded that
they use movement and games, teacher 5 responded, “I try to get them up and moving so we do
station activities throughout the room to keep them up and moving and going.” Teacher 3
mentioned, “I like a game called Kahoot where we take over learning and they play. It’s a game,
they pick.... It’s a multiple-choice game. It’s a game based off of speed and accuracy. I do that a
lot.” Teacher 5 replied, “I try a lot of games, hands-on, a lot of movement.” She further
reiterated “ I try to get them up and moving so we do station activities throughout the room to
keep them up and moving and going.” Teacher 7 shared, “I have the kids to skits, and the RSP
teacher joins in, he makes the class more fun!” The art teacher explained,
If we’re going to sit and draw for an hour, I know that my class can’t handle that. I will
stop in the middle of class, turn on the lights, and we’re going to walk around the room
and look at each other’s work.
Nine out of the 10 teachers made comments about the special education teacher
differentiating and scaffolding lessons. Teacher 6 stated, “he makes me slow down, I tend to go
too fast, he makes me slow down so all the students can understand.” Teacher 9 said, “he helps
me differentiate lessons, you know, he scaffolds things during the class.” A third teacher
replied,” the RSP teacher reads the room well and assists me with breaking down the work, and
he asks questions to clarify things for students.” A special educator stated,
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I help out by differentiating and scaffolding in the classroom; many times, it happens as
the lesson is happening. I notice one, two or more kids are having issues and I jump in
and scaffold it on the board or ask a clarifying question.”
Interview question 5 asked was “who is responsible for the following procedural
elements in your classroom?” Procedural elements such as grading, student requests, behavior
modifications, behavior issues, contacting parents, etc. There were a total of 10 codes for the
theme of responsibilities and a total of 78 responses. Table 5 presents the categories and the
frequencies that emerged from the responses of the 10 co-teachers.
The general education teacher was the lead contact to parents for students, and the special
education and general education sharing in managing behavior were the two most mentioned
procedural elements in the classrooms. Six out of the eight general education teachers stated that
they were the contacts for the parents unless it was an IEP issue then the special education
teacher would contact the parents.
With regards to managing behavior, every participant mentioned that it was a shared
endeavor one of the special education teachers replied, “I guess it’s a little bit different because
we don’t really have a lot of behavior issues. We are a small school, we know all the kids.”
Teacher 2 stated, “The kids that are mainstreamed and all the RSP kids, there’s not really
behavior problems. There might be a kid that says something out loud, and gets up and walks
out, but the teacher doesn’t have to deal with that at the moment, we help.” One special educator
teacher explained, “We both manage behaviors, but mostly it’s special education teacher as a
default that is managing more of the behaviors than the gen ed teachers so that they could focus
on delivering the content.” One general education teacher answered, “So they help with
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Table 5
Theme 2: Responsibilities

Category Codes
GE Lead Contact for GE
Parents
SE/GE Share in Managing
Behaviors
GE is Lead on Grading
Standards
SE Assists GE with
Accomm/Mods Delivery
GE & SE leads on student
requests
GE creates lessons and
assignments
SE scheduling of classroom
support
GE & SE lead on grading
GE & SE write referrals
SE Lead Contact for SE Parents

P1
1

P2
1

P3
4

Participants
P4 P5 P6 P7
6
0
0
1

2

2

1

2

2

2

1

2

2

2

18

1

0

1

1

0

1

1

1

1

1

8

2

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3

7

0

1

0

2

1

1

0

0

0

1

6

0

1

0

1

0

1

1

1

1

0

6

1

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

0
0
1

1
1
0

0
0
0

0
0
1

1
0
0

1
0
0

0
1
0

0
0
0

0
1
0

0
0
0

3
3
2

P8
4

P9
3

P10
1

Totals
21

behavioral issues. We don’t have many, but one student is an issue, the RSP teacher is very
good with him. He takes him on a walk to calm him down when needed.” Another general
educator said, “the RSP teacher reads the room well and assists me with breaking down the
work, and he asks questions to clarify things for students.”
As far as grading, eight out of the 10 teachers replied that the general education teacher
was the lead on grading and two teachers replied that it was a team effort. The two math
teachers responded that they both grade. Seven out of the 10 teachers answered that the general
education teacher was the lead on grading standards. Three of the teachers answer that the
general education teacher is the lead on lesson assessment. Creating and lessons and
assignments fall on the general education teacher, six out of the 10 teachers responded that the
general education teacher was responsible for creating lessons and assignments.
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Six teachers replied that both co-teachers take care of student requests in the classroom.
Most of the teachers replied that the special education teachers assisted the general education
teachers with accommodations and modifications. When asked about accommodations and
modifcations, one teacher replied, “Special ed delivers all of those things to the teachers,
explains how accommodations should look in their specific setting, assists teachers if they have
any questions about the clarity on how to manage a situation.”
The data indicate that the special education teacher is also the lead in scheduling
classroom support. The two resource specialist program (RSP) teachers are responsible for two
grade levels each and schedule the program support based upon their caseloads. One special
educator made this comment regarding scheduling support, “So I pick it based on my student’s
schedules, and also where I feel like I’m more beneficial being in the classroom, and not just
being like a glorified aide.” Another teacher explained, “Part of it’s based on numbers of how
many kids I have in different periods. Part of it’s based on where I feel I’m most beneficial in the
classroom, which happens to be the math class.”
As far as behavior, teacher 1 explained how he works with his co-teachers:
So it’s helping the students manage themselves and the way that the lecture is structured,
you have pauses in there to figure out exactly how and when is the best place to do this,
so it’s inconspicuous, so that when you leave the classroom, it’s not like, “Oh my God,
this person’s having a panic attack.” You don’t know. And if I’m in the classroom, I
know these things, the gen ed teacher may not be aware that that’s happening because
they’re teaching in the front of the room. Or the gen ed teacher becomes aware of it if
you’re teaching in the front of the room and they’re like, “Hey, [teacher 1], could you go
talk to so and so because I’m not sure about what’s happening right now.”
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The question asked was, how often do whole group and small group take place, and is
there any pullout? Furthermore, what types of student groupings to you use? The theme that
emerged from the data was groupings. There were a total of eight codes for the theme of
groupings with total of 51 responses. Table 6 presents the categories and the frequencies that
emerged from the responses of the 10 co-teachers.
The most prevalent code was push in versus pull-out. Eight out of the 10 teachers made
comments regarding this. Teacher 1 replied, “I think the push-in model if done correctly and
with the appropriate resources, is by far more effective than the pull-out model.” He further
explained,
When you’re pulling them out, you’re not really in the environment to see what’s
happening and to see what deficits are actually they are. You’re just getting a report from
the student or the gen ed teacher telling you, “This is what I’m observing.” But when
you’re actually in the environment, you can see, “Oh, this is what’s going on.”
Table 6
Theme 3: Groupings

Category Codes
Push-in v. pull-out
Various student groupings
Whole group, then small group,
then individual
SE + GE Collaborate Student
Seat/Group Assign.
SE students in GE 95-99%
Co-teachers chosen by grade
level
GE confers with SE Re: seating
arrangements
SE observations in push-in

P1
3
1

P2
1
0

Participants
P3 P4 P5 P6 P7
1
0
1
1
0
3
1
3
0
1

0

1

1

2

0

1

0

1

2

1

9

2

4

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

8

3

1

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

6

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

1

0

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

1

3

1

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3
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P8
1
0

P9
1
0

P10
1
0

Totals
10
9

Teacher 2 stated, “I think the student gets way more attention from us when we are
strategic, and it’s almost like, you know, it’s a boutique service, the push-in model.” Teacher 4
shared, “I think this is by far the best model that we have going right now. I tell everyone if you
can have a push in model on your campus, it will be the best dynamic for your special teacher,
your gen ed teacher, your administrators, and, most importantly, the student.” Teacher 1 stated:
Last year I had more Gen Ed students pull me aside to have conversations with me.
Because I’ve been in their classes since they were in ninth grade, so they’re used to
seeing me in their classes. And so they’re also have built up this familiarity with me.
Teacher 6 was the only teacher to comment that pullout, separate classes may still be necessary,
“I think some of our RSP kids would still be benefited by having an RSP class.” Teacher 8 explained:
I feel like for this program that if you can establish a push-in model somewhere. I think
that the collaboration model and how it works on the front end will be vital to make sure
that everyone knows what it looks like, and they aren’t so intimidated. But I think it’s
way more beneficial than the pull-out.
Teacher 2 shared,
So there’s only pull-out when we need to talk about something that’s private or if there’s
some issue that we see that, “Okay, you’re not having a good day today. I need to refocus
you so that you can get back in there and be productive. Oh, you’re not going to have a
good period all period, so this is what you need to do. I need you to sit in the back of the
class, take a deep breath, we’ll go back over this later. Because right now you’re not
receptive to learning.” They aren’t even aware that they’re not receptive to learning
sometimes.
When asked about student groupings, teacher 3 stated,
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I have a ninth-grade group and a 12th-grade group. The 12th-grade group is very mature.
The ninth-grade group is very immature. So I have a lot more input into groups and what
goes on with the ninth grade versus the 12th grade. 12th grade, they have more leeway.
Teacher 5 stated, “I try to get them up and moving so we do station activities throughout the
room to keep them up and moving and going.” Teacher 2 confirmed teacher 5’s answer when he
said, “In the classes with true co-teaching we do some of the different co-teaching groupings
such as parallel teaching and team teaching.” Teacher 7 stated, “We teach mainly in small
groups; first we do a warm-up, then small groups—we do a 5-2 rule where they read for 5
minutes then talk to a partner in a small group for 2 minutes.”
Eight out of the 10 co-teachers responded that they collaborate with their co-teaching
partner regarding seating arrangements. Teacher 1 stated:
Student groupings are based on a lot of dynamics that are going on in the classroom that
day. Of course, you want to pair your weaker students with your not so strong students,
with your stronger students if you can, if that’s an option based on personality. So it’s not
just about, Oh academically these two will be beneficial because this one could actually
learn by teaching. And this one can learn by being retaught by the one that knows.
However, you have personality types you also have to take into consideration and
disabilities. Now this person has autism. They don’t like this smell. They don’t like this
activity. They don’t like this behavior.
Teacher 5 stated, “Seating is done collaboratively. So it will be both the special ed teacher and
the gen ed teacher. That’s having conversations about how students should be arranged in the
classroom.” When asked about who is responsible for seating arrangements, teacher 8 said,
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“That’ll be me, but I also work with the co-teacher, just to find out the best seats for specific

students.”
The next theme that emerged through the data was program structures. There were a total
of two codes for the theme of groupings with total of 18 responses. Table 7 below presents the
categories and the frequencies that emerged from the responses of the 10 co-teachers.
When asked about choosing their co-teacher teacher some of the teachers spoke about how the
school was a pilot program when it first opened. Teacher 1 stated,
What we’ve learned from talking to seasoned teachers here is that, initially, they were
very like, “I’m don’t know what I would’ve done if you hadn’t been in the classroom.”
So they see the benefit of having us in there now. But initially it was a pilot program in
the district, so no one had ever seen it happen, so everyone was kind of apprehensive,
“We’ll try it. It’s a new school, but we’re not sure exactly how it’s going to work out.
And I’m not really comfortable really with you being in here, but I really like the new
school, I want to be in the new school and they have these programs at hand. So I’ll come
over and we’ll test this out, but I’m not really sure I want you around.”
Teacher 3 stated, “Now our dynamic is such that before you even could be employed here, it’s
with the contingency that you will be having a co-taught class with special ed.” In contrast, three
other teachers said, “No, we were not told we would be co-teaching.”
Table 7
Theme 4: Program Structures

Category Codes
Two teachers is huge
Pilot program

P1
2
4

P2
1
1

P3
1
1

P4
0
0
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Participants
P5 P6 P7 P8
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
0

P9
1
0

P10
1
2

Totals
10
8

When it came to choosing teachers, teacher 4 stated, “No, I didn’t get to choose, he had a
lot of students in my class and said, I’ll be in your class.” Teacher 1 said,
We go into classrooms based on our caseload. This year I have ninth and 12th, so and the
way the numbers fall I am going into classrooms where I am not comfortable with the
content, so this year is not as much fun.
Teacher 1 reiterated, “I assist and observe, I don’t get to do any team teaching.” Teacher 5 stated,
“No, we don’t get to choose, they do it based on numbers, and they both have two grade levels.
But if I got to choose I would choose Teacher number 2, he is great!” Teacher 1 stated,
We keep the same students for all 4 years. So for ninth grade, I will have the ninth
graders until they graduate. And then the next year, I’ll pick up another set of ninth
graders, and then we’ll just transition all, progress all the way through, and then when
they fall off and graduate we’ll pick up another set.
Seven of the eight general education teachers replied how they liked having a co-teacher
in their room. Teacher 8 stated:
Having two teachers is huge, it’s two sets of eyes and ears, they see things we don’t see,
they help all the kids, he can see that some kids aren’t getting it and then he will ask me a
question to clarify. This way, the quiet ones aren’t embarrassed, and no one is singled
out.
Teacher 9 stated, “It really benefits the kids because there are two of us in the classroom.”
Teacher 7 replied, “Many times the co-teacher participates in the lessons and skits learning along
with the students. He helps lower their anxiety and makes class more fun.” Teacher 8 stated,
“He notices that students don’t understand things and will ask some clarifying questions to help
the students understand.” Teacher 9 stated, “Since the special education students are in our
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classrooms 100% of the time it is very helpful to have the RSP teacher, it’s also great for the gen
ed kids, some of them also need the extra help.”
The final theme that emerged from the interview data for RQ1 was meeting structures.
There were three codes, and 25 responses from the 10 teachers interviewed. Table 8 presents the
categories and the frequencies that emerged from the responses of the 10 co-teachers.
When asked if the co-teachers had a common planning time and or what program
structures were there to meet with their co-teachers, nine out of 10 co-teachers, 90%, responded
that there were department meetings. Seven out of the 10, 70%, responded that there were gradelevel meetings where they could sometimes plan with their co-teacher and four out of the 10
answered that they had common conference periods with their co-teachers. Teacher number 6
stated, “We have department and pathway meetings for planning. We meet with co-teachers
Table 8
Theme 5: Meeting Structures

Category Codes
Department meetings
Grade-level meetings
Conference periods

P1
1
2
0

P2
1
2
2

P3
1
0
0

P4
1
1
0

Participants
P5 P6 P7
1
1
1
0
1
0
1
0
1

P8
0
1
0

P9
1
1
1

P10
1
1
0

Totals
10
10
5

During conference periods, if needed or speak with them before class.” Teacher number 6
replied, “There isn’t a special co-teaching planning time. We find time to meet with them when
they aren’t busy with IEPs or special education stuff during conference periods.”
When asked if the co-teachers had a common planning time and or what program
structures were there to meet with their co-teachers, nine out of 10 co-teachers, 90%, responded
that there were department meetings. Seven out of the 10, 70% responded that there were grade-
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level meetings where they could sometimes plan with their co-teacher, and four out of the 10
answered that they had common conference periods with their co-teachers.
Teacher 8 stated, “We have department and pathway meetings for planning. We meet
with co-teachers during their conference periods, if needed, or speak with them before class.
There isn’t a special co-teaching planning time.” Similarly, teacher 6 replied, “We have pathway
meetings and department meetings. Now that we have the same conference periods we can find
time to plan with co-teachers if they aren’t in IEPs of busy with special education staff.”
Likewise, teacher 2 stated,
I really think we do some planning at our once a week meetings with our departments,
with our grade levels, with our pathways. But then I think it’s really on our own. This
year they’ve made it a little bit easier, where a lot of us have the end of the day planning,
which is seventh and eighth period.
Teacher 10 stated:
I want to sit down with the RSP teachers that I’d be co-teaching with before school starts
and be like, “All right, who are my kids? What do their old accommodations say from
middle school? How do I teach these lessons and fill in these accommodations,” and so
that way I can meet the accommodations. That kind of stuff would be really important, or
just to stand with the RSP teachers and be like “Here’s my curriculum, and here’s how
you could fit in nicely.” So that way we are really more co-teaching. Instead of me being
in charge and taking over, there’s more of a team effort.
Triangulation of data. The triangulation of the survey, observation, and interview data
provided some interesting insights into the program and structures for successful co-teaching.
The observational data confirmed much of what the teachers answered in the survey data as did
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the interview data and some were conflicting, for example regarding regular feedback in the
classroom. Regular feedback was observed in almost all the classrooms except for the one
classroom where the general education teacher answered that she “strongly disagreed” with
providing regular feedback. As far as sharing classroom instruction, in the interview when asked
who is responsible for instruction one of the teachers who disagreed stated, “I am, not many
people are credentialed in science.”
Further in the interview process, she said, “This is my first year co-teaching, I would like
to learn more about co-teaching strategies and how to use my co-teacher more effectively in the
classroom.” Teacher 7 stated, “It would also be great if they had more content knowledge.” The
other science teacher, however, stated “Even though he doesn’t have the content knowledge, he
is very good at scaffolding and providing assistance in breaking things down. He listens and
learns with the students and then can help them.” In contrast, the general education teachers who
“strongly agreed” and “agreed” that classroom instruction should be shared were sharing
instruction during the observations and validated this during the interviews.
The school studied was originally set up as a pilot program where teachers were
supposedly told they would all be co-teaching. Teacher 1 explained, “Now our dynamic is such
that before you even could be employed here, it’s with the contingency that you will be having a
co-taught class with special ed.” Another teacher stated, “Initially it was a pilot program in the
district, and co-teaching was part of the pilot.” The data, however, are conflicting. Half of the
co-teachers answered on the PCTS that they volunteered for co-teaching and half answered that
they did not. When asked in the interviews, five teachers stated, “No, when I was hired I was not
told I would be co-teaching.” Then I asked were you hired when the school first opened? Only
two of the teachers who said no were there from the beginning. One further stated, “Maybe it
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was only the special educators who were told.” Three of the general education teacher did say
they knew they would be co-teaching when they were hired.
The survey data stated that eight out of the 10 teachers agreed that they share classroom
responsibilities; this was confirmed with the observational data and with the interview data. As
far as the groupings whole group to small group was observed in all the classrooms. Team
teaching was observed in two classrooms. Interview data confirmed this, and other groupings
such as station and parallel teaching take place in the two classrooms.
Daily planning time per the survey was only valued by four of the teachers, and only two
agreed that it happened. It was observed when a teacher came into see the special educator
during his conference period and one teacher stated,
I always talk to him 5, 10 minutes before class to let him know what to expect or five to
10 minutes after so he knows what is happening the next day, we have worked together
for a few years, so he knows my routines.
All of the teachers, however commented on the different set meetings in the school program: (a)
pathway, (b) grade level, and (c) department and how if there is time they can plan with their coteacher or meet with him during a conference period.
The observational data showed that the co-teachers were in the co-taught classes for the
entire period and were either team teaching, scaffolding, assisting, or observing the interview
data also confirmed this. The data showed that an observer cannot tell the difference between
the general education and special education student in the co-taught classes and that the special
education students were in the classrooms 100% of the time. The data from the observations and
the interviews indicated that having two teachers is better than one. Teacher 5 explained:

139

I would definitely say having the two teachers is best overall being where I’m just by
myself, I can overall see how it does make a big improvement on the student’s learning
because they that extra set of eyes and ears and knowledge to go to instead of it just being
me. I think the students benefit from that setup better than if it’s just one teacher because
you can only do so much. I definitely think having the two teachers in there is huge.
Research question two (RQ2). What attitudes, behaviors, and relationships contribute
to the success of the co-teaching model? Data collection to answer RQ2 included ten questions
from the PCTS, 11 items from the Co-Teaching Core Competencies Observation Checklist, and
seven interview questions. The first section analyzed the PCTS responses; the second section
analyzes data from the observations, followed by the primary data from the interviews. The
survey, observation, and interview data for research question two were then triangulated.
PCTS results. There were ten questions used from the PCTS used to analyze RQ2: 1
through 5, 7b, 8b, 9b, and 10b. Questions 1 through 5 on the PCTS related to co-teachers
perceptions of their current experience. Questions 7b through 10b were about the collaborative
practices co-teachers employed.
For question one, 90% of the co-teachers “strongly agreed” that they work very well
together, and 10% “agreed” (Figure 14). In regards to question two (Figure 14), most teachers,
80%, felt that collaboration had improved their teaching. One teacher was neutral in their
response, answering that they did “neither agreed or disagreed.” One teacher “strongly
disagreed” that collaboration has not improved their teaching. It is important to note that the two
outliers are the two teachers who have been co-teaching for only 1 year. The other six general
educators have 2-5 years of experience collaborating with their co-teaching partners.
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#1. My Co-Teaching Partner And I Work Very Well
Together
Strongly Agree

Agree

0%

20%

40%

General Education

60%

80%

100%

120%

Special Education

Figure 14. PCTS question #1: My co-teaching partner and I work very well together.
For PCTS question 2 regarding if collaboration/co-teaching has improved their teaching
practice (Table 15), 30% of the co-teachers “strongly agreed” and 50%, two special educators
and three general educators, “agreed.” One general educator “neither agreed or disagreed” and
one “strongly disagreed.”
#2. Collaboration/Co-Teaching Has Improved My
Teaching
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
0

0.2

General Education

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

Special Education

Figure 15. PCTS question #2: Collaboration has improved my teaching.
The literature over the past 40 years indicates that general educators usually feel they do
more than their co-teaching partners. The data indicates (Figure 16) that 40% of the educators
“strongly agree” they do more than their partners, and 30% “agree.” One special educator and
one general educator, 20%, “neither agree nor disagree” that they do more work. One special
educator, 10%, “strongly disagrees” that they do more work than their collaborative partner.
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#3. In My Collabortative Experience, I Do More
Than My Partner
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
0%

10%

20%

General Education

30%

40%

50%

60%

Special Education

Figure 16. PCTS question #3: In my collaborative experience, I do more than my partner.
Question 4 asked whether the co-teachers felt that co-teaching is a worthwhile experience
(Figure 17). The results were mainly positive, with 60% of the teachers answering that they
“strongly agree” and 30% answering they “agree.” There was one outlier that “disagreed.” The
one teacher who answered “disagree” is the teacher who had been co-teaching only for one
school year and was teaching in a content area where the special educators did not have training
or expertise.
#4 Co-Teaching Is A Worthwhile Experience
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree or Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
0

0.1

0.2

General Education

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

Special Education

Figure 17. PCTS question #4: Co-teaching is a worthwhile professional experience.
Question 5 (Figure 1) asked if co-teachers solicited feedback from each other and
benefited from it. The response was mostly positive with the majority, 90%, strongly agreeing or
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agreeing. There was one outlier who strongly disagreed. The interview responses will assist in
soliciting the reason for the one negative response.
Questions number 7b through 10b pertain to recommended collaborative practices that
the co-teachers employ in their classrooms. Question 7b asked whether the co-teachers shared
classroom management responsibilities (Figure 5). Both special educators and five general
educators, 70% of those surveyed, “agreed” and “strongly agreed” that they share classroom
management responsibilities. Three general educators, 30%, remained neutral, answering that
they “neither agreed or disagreed.”
At the heart of co-teaching, per the literature is sharing classroom instruction. Of the
teachers surveyed, 60% answered that they “agreed” they shared classroom instruction, and 10%
“strongly agreed” (Figure 7). The special educator who “strongly agreed” is the teacher who coteaches in the two math programs that are his area of expertise. 20% of the co-teachers were
neutral, 10% percent “disagreed,” and 10% “strongly disagreed.” The general educators that
“disagreed” and “strongly disagreed” teach in specialized content areas that the special educators
do not have content expertise.
Co-teachers mainly responded that they regularly offer feedback on question 9b (Figure
9). Of the co-teachers surveyed, 80%, six of the general educators, and both special educators
replied that they regularly offered feedback to their co-teaching partner. One general educator
remained neutral, and one “disagreed” that they regularly offered feedback to their co-teaching
partner. The results were similar in regards to co-teachers establishing and maintain specific
areas of responsibility in question #10b (Figure 11). Five general educators and both special
educators,70%, “agreed” that they establish and maintain specific areas of responsibility. One
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general educator “disagreed” and one “strongly disagreed” that they practiced establishing and
maintaining specific areas of responsibility in their collaborative classrooms.
Co-teaching Core Competencies Observation Checklist results. There were 11 items on
analyzed on the Co-teaching Core Competencies Observation Checklist to answer RQ2. The
minimum, maximum, mode, median, and mean of the checklist items relating to RQ2 are
displayed in Table 9. Table 9 represents the results of the 11 items related to RQ2 in the Core
Competencies Observation Checklist results.
Items 8.6, 1.9, and 2.7 all had perfect scores of 3 on the checklist. Item 8.6 pertains to
both teachers working with both students with and without disabilities. It was not discernable
who the students with disabilities were in the classroom. Only in one classroom was it evident
because the student has issues with balance and has an assistant walk him into the classroom. He
was frequently called to answer questions. He was an active part of classroom discussions. All
co-teachers in every classroom were observed working with all students in whole group, small
group, and individualized instruction.
Item 1.9 relates to student conversations and evidence of a sense of community, including
peers with disabilities from diverse backgrounds. Every classroom had a mix of students from
various racial and ethnic backgrounds such as Caucasian, Hispanic, African-American, and
Asian. The students with disabilities were interspersed amongst the students without disabilities.
During group and pair work students were discussing the various questions and tasks assigned to
them. No students were off on their working or left out of conversations. Students were
observed smiling and laughing at times and were fully engaged in the task at hand. There was a
sense of community and belonging to all students. Students were observed in the common space
during free time, conversing with each other, and playing cards.
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Table 9
Co-Teaching Core Competencies Observation Checklist related to RQ2
Item
9.5

Description
Class environment demonstrates
parity and collaboration.

Min
0

Max
3

8.6

During instruction both teachers assist
students with and without disabilities.

3

3

3

3

3

9.6

The class moves smoothly with
evidence of co-planning and
communication between co-teachers.

1

3

3

2

2

5.7

A variety of instructional approaches
(5 co-teaching approaches) are used

0

2

2

2

1.5

2.7

Both teachers engage in appropriate
behavior management strategies
as needed and are consistent in
their approach to behavior management.

3

3

3

3

3

1.6

It is difficult to tell the specialist
from the general educator.

0

3

0

2

1.3

9.10

Co-teacher use language (“we;”
“our”) that demonstrates true
Collaboration and shared responsibility.

1

3

2

2

2.3

5.9

Communication (both Verbal and
non-verbal) between co-teachers
is clear and positive.

2

3

3

2

2.8

1.8

Co-teachers phrase questions and
Statements so that it is obvious that
All students in the class are included.

1

3

2

2

2.3

1.9

Students’ conversations evidence
3
a sense of community including peers
With disabilities from diverse backgrounds.

3

3

3

3

8.16

Co-teachers ask questions at a
2
Variety of levels to meet all students’
Needs (basic recall to higher order thinking).

3

3

2

2.5
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Mode Mdn
1
2

Mean
1.8

Item 2.7 applies to behavior management in the classroom. There were very few
behaviors observed in the classrooms during instructional time. One time a student was messing
around with his paper, and the special educator quietly caught his attention, and the behavior
ceased. Instructional time was well-structured in all the collaborative classrooms observed. The
students seemed to be well versed in the pace and proceedings of the various classrooms. Some
teachers had the daily schedule posted on the board and others had a sequence that was followed
daily. The students all seemed to know what was expected of them and any slight behavior was
easily dealt with by a look from one of the co-teachers.
Item 9.6 refers to the “the class moves smoothly with evidence of co-planning and
communication between co-teachers.” The rubric for this item of the checklist referred to the
evidence of prior planning and if both teachers were comfortable with the lesson and knew what
was supposed to happen. In the two math classes it was evident that both co-teachers knew what
was to happen and there was a flow to the class from one teacher to the other. In other classes it
was evident the content area teacher planned the lesson, however if most of the classes, the coteacher knew what was expected and followed along with the lesson. One classroom the general
educator was basically in charge of everything and the co-teacher went around and helped and
was treated more as an assistant. In all the other classrooms the co-teachers readily jumped in
and helped in small groups, easily jumped into assisting during a lesson, and seemed to be more
familiar with the flow of the lessons. The overall mean score was a 2 for this item.
Item 9.10 applies to using “we” and “our” language. In most of the classrooms observed,
co-teachers used the “we” language and communicated positively amongst each other. A score
of 2 meant that adults attempted to use the “we” language, but it was evident that one adult is
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more used to “ruling” the class. This was the case in five out of the eight classrooms observed.
The overall mean score was 2.3 for this item.
Item 5.9 pertains to co-teachers’ communication with each other. Positive
communication was observed in all the classrooms in this study. Two of the classrooms had
constant communication and the teachers were working together to assist the students. A couple
of the classrooms had minimal communication; however it was positive. The overall mean score
for this item was 2.8.
Item 1.8 addresses co-teachers’ questioning of students. All the classrooms, the general
educator asked questions that encouraged participation from a variety of students, which would
garner a score of 2. Most classrooms scored a 2 because it was mainly the general educator
asking the questions. In the two math classes, however both teachers did the questioning, so they
scored a three. Only one classroom relied more heavily on general statements and questions. The
overall mean score for this item was 2.3.
Items 9.5, 5.7, and 1.6 had the lowest overall mean scores. Item 9.5 pertained to teacher
parity in the classroom environment. The question was asked whether the teachers shared the
classroom materials and had clear parity with both names on the board, two desks, and an
obvious feeling that it was both teachers’ classroom. The general educators only co-teach one to
two classes per day so all the classrooms were geared more towards the general educator. Most
classrooms scored a one because the classroom belonged mainly to the content area teacher and
the specialist came into co-teach for one period a day. In two of the classrooms there was a
clearer parity. The special educator and general educator shared the classroom space taking
turns at teaching a lesson or going over quizzes. In one classroom, while the teacher was giving
a lecture, the specialist went to the teachers’ desk and used the computer to gain information on
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the students to help with the grouping. So even though the specialists did not have their set desk
and space, the general education teachers in half of the classroom readily shared their classroom
materials. The special education teacher did not have to ask to use the materials; this was a sign
that they readily shared. The overall mean score was 1.8 for this item.
Item 5.7 was regarding the use of the five co-teaching approaches: (a) one teach/one
support, (b) parallel teaching, (c) station teaching, (d) team teaching, and (e) alternative. Most of
the classrooms used the one/teach one support model. In two of the classrooms team teaching
was observed. All of the classrooms used the strategy of gradual release. They did whole group
instruction, then small group, then individual. During small and individual instructional time
both teachers walked around the room assisting students. The overall score for this item was 1.5.
Item 1.6 pertains to being able to tell the special educator from the general educator. In
all the classrooms, except for the two math classrooms, it was very apparent who the general
education content expert was and who the education specialist was. The general educator was
leading the class, and the special educator was sitting in the back or walking around assisting
students. The overall mean score was 1.3 for this item.
Interview data. There were six interview questions related to RQ2. The questions that
related to RQ2 were:
1. How many co-teachers do you work with during the school day?
2. Describe the benefits and barriers to teaching with more than one co-teacher.
3. What aspects of the curriculum are you most comfortable teaching?
4. How important is trust and respect in a co-teaching relationship?
5. What are the most important aspects of a successful co-teaching relationship?
6. Have you had any issues with co-teachers, and if so, how did you resolve them?
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Three themes emerged from the interview data: (a) relationships, (b) special education teacher
behaviors, and (c) communications. The most prevalent theme was relationships (Table 10),
which has a total of 11 categories and 106 responses.
Table 10
Theme 6: Relationships
Category Codes
GE/SE teamwork
SE/GE trust and respect in
co-teaching partnership
cultivating a relationship
SE/GE conflict resolution
SE/GE finding each other’s
strengths
GE receptive to SE in
classroom
GE awareness
SE/GE Open-mindedness
No issues with co-teach
Trust
GE choice of SE

P4 P5
0
9

Participants
P6 P7 P8
4
3
2

P1
3

P2
4

P
0

P9
0

P1
0

Totals
25

5

4

1

1

5

1

1

1

1

0

20

3
4

0
8

0
0

0
0

5
1

4
1

2
0

4
1

1
0

0
0

19
15

2

2

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

6

4

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

5

1
2
0
0
0

1
1
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
1
2

0
0
1
1
0

0
0
1
0
0

0
1
1
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

2
0
0
1
0

4
4
3
3
2

Six out the 10 teachers had comments regarding the collaborative partnership with their
co-teacher and nine out of 10 teachers mentioned trust and respect. When asked about how
important trust and respect were and what are the most important aspects for a successful coteaching relationship, many of the answers that were similar overlapped. Teacher 5 when asked
how important trust and respect is in a relationship answered:
I think it’s huge because if you don’t trust the person that you’re teaching, you’re going
to second-guess them and it’s going to show in the classroom. It comes out. I think that
there has to be some trust and level established with the teachers of understanding so that
when you are working together those kids can see that teamwork that you have.
Therefore they can see how it should be amongst them when they’re working together.
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Because that’s what I stress is you got to work together. It’s teamwork. If we don’t have
that, then how can they have that? I think it’s huge.
Teacher 10 explained,
At the end of my lecture, [teacher 2] walked up and handed me this seating chart, do you
really think I’m just going to take a seating chart from someone I don’t trust and respect?
I’ve had teachers I’ve worked with at other schools, I would just tear it up!
Another teacher replied,
Whether it’s a gen ed student or not he supports all the kids, and then including me as a
teacher, he’s just a lifesaver. He’s there and he supports everybody. Yeah, if I could
choose I would choose him in a heartbeat.
Another general education teacher replied, “So definitely the trust on both parts. Also
making sure that both teachers are on the same page.” Teacher 3, a general educator stated, “This
year the RSP teacher I’m working with, there’s like a great relationship. We talk, we talk about
the students really well together.” Teacher 8, a general educator, shared:
I think it’s like a relationship. In any relationship, you have to be able to trust them and
be able to work together, in order for the success of that student, because you’re at odds.
First of all, you’re in a small room, the kids are going to see that. They’re going to see,
and teenagers are not dumb, they recognize when someone doesn’t really get along well
or like someone.
One of the special educator’s comment regarding trust and respect was:
It’s vital because it allows you the flexibility of knowing that I’m not in this by myself,
first of all. I know that this person is here to support me, second of all. If there’s any type
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of confusion, I know that we have a relationship that we can actually have a conversation
about it.
The other special educator explained:
I think the respect piece comes in. I am a real teacher, I’m not an aid. I think building
that whole rapport piece of, I am a second teacher in this classroom. Even if I don’t jump
in and teach the exact content, I’m still a teacher in the classroom.
Regarding teamwork and relationships, a general education teacher stated:
But it’s always been a benefit because they understand my flow and so they just kind of
chime in and they help the kids. I had one teacher that I worked with; he was really good
about asking, verifying questions that kids were always afraid to ask. But it was like, oh
this is something that these kids need to know that I should cover. But the kids may have
had the question, but didn’t know how to ask it. He was always good at asking those
clarifying questions for the students based on what they were showing in their work or
the confusion they were exhibiting.
Teacher 8, another general education teacher said regarding teamwork and her
relationship with her co-teacher,
He looks at the students as we’re going to see where they’re getting it, whether or not.
Then he kind of piggybacks off of there. Strategically, yeah. But it’s based on the kids;
how they’re grasping the content, how they’re getting it because he’s able to see little
things that I can’t see.
Regarding cultivating a relationship, teacher 1 responded,
I think one of the most important ones is just availability and being open to being
corrected. And when I say corrected, I mean influenced in a certain direction. So that you
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know that when I’m having a conversation with you I’m not being critical. And if you’re
asking me a question about a student it’s from a perspective of how do we assist the
student and not how do we punish the student. Because a lot of the frustration that comes
with behaviors are based upon just that. It’s frustration not being able to access the
content.
Another teacher replied:
I think it’s important to work on cultivating and having that relationship. There are times
where I might have to meet with my co-teacher, obviously outside of class, and we talk
about things that we need to help further develop or support our class and what we’re
doing and our students.
Additionally, a special educator replied:
I think I get to know how a teacher runs their classroom, so I know if I need to front-load
my kiddo, Hey, this isn’t the class that you keep one headphone in. This isn’t a class that
you fold paper to stay focused. Let’s not do this here, but we can do this here.
Two teachers mentioned conflict resolution; however all of the conflict mentioned, with
one exception, was in the past. One of the special educators stated that in the past if there was a
conflict this is one way he handled things,
So if there’s a conflict and, “Oh, my philosophy about this is different.” “That’s great.
I’m glad you have your philosophy. However, the IEP says XYZ, and we are going to
follow the IEP because that’s actually something that we’ve all agreed to.”
The other special educator has explained some of his issues when teachers were reluctant to have
him push into the classroom:

152

We have to make sure that we’re not playing the “my students” and “your students” type
thing. That’s some things that we’ve had to work through with some teachers because
that’s the, “Are you going to work with your students today?” No, they’re all our
students. We have to work through that.
Teacher 2 explained:
I’d say, my first year, it was that struggle of, “What are you doing here? I don’t need you
here,” type thing. Then we slowly found ways where I could more or less check in with
small groups here and there, just to make sure it was known that I knew what was going
on in class, that I was a presence in class.
Teacher 2 shared about a conflict resolution he underwent with a science teacher this year who
was in her first year of co-teaching:
Another science teacher who, it was very subject-specific. Not my content matter, my
knowledge was not at that level, and I understood that. It was to the point where it was
like, “I don’t need you here,” and it got to the point, I’m sorry. It doesn’t matter. I’m
going to be here. We worked through that, and now we work well together.
When asked about the benefits and barriers of working with more than one co-teacher
Teacher 2 replied:
I think the benefit is I get to see all of the teachers that my caseload of students are
having, so I know, Okay, this class, late work isn’t going to be as easily accepted, so I
know which kids I need to focus on. Hey, that class needs to be our priority. That stuff
needs to be turned in right away. We might have some leeway with other classes and
other teachers.
When asked about teaching in different classrooms, teacher 1 answered:
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I think it’s good for me to see, because if I’m not in a Spanish class with this student, but
I’m in the same teacher’s class in a different period, he can tell me, “I don’t have
anything to do,” “I know you do. You have a project, because I’m in that class today
too.” That’s been a benefit, too, is, even if I’m not in the kid’s actual period, I can
actually know exactly what’s going on because I’m with those teachers at some point
within the two school day blocks.
The second most prevalent theme that emerged from the interview data regarding RQ2
was special education teacher behaviors. There were 13 categories and 80 responses. Table 11
shows the categories that emerged from the teachers’ responses.
The category with the most occurrences was special education teachers in-depth
knowledge of the student with 21 responses from four teachers. One special educator responded,
So it’s way more impactful when you’re actually able to push-in with a kid and see
exactly that behavior and personally go, “Oh, this is what’s happening. Oh, that kid’s
reached his frustration level at that point. Oh, this is what’s going on with them. When
they do this, this is what that means.”
He responded further:
because we’re with them as a cohort for their entire 4 years. So I’m with you in freshman
year, I’m with you in 10th-grade year, I’m with you in 11th-grade year, I’m with you in
the 12th-grade year. So I see your growth, where you may have one history teacher for 1
year or math teacher for 1 year, I’m with you for all 4 years, so I know you better than
you know yourself, academically.
Teacher 1 further explained the relationship with the students and their families, “I think 11thgrade year is when the parents will relinquish control. And you know what’s going on with the
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kid, now help. And the last of the meetings, you know, ‘What should we do here, Mr. Number
1?’” Teacher number 2 stated:
Every student with an IEP is just an unique individual, and you’re constantly learning.
You’re constantly not knowing what’s happening because that student is a human being,
and that human being has their own unique set of circumstances and the way they
manage them. And so you’re constantly figuring out how do I help this individual? And
not like how do I help this ninth-grader.”
Teacher 1 further stated,
And there are going to be moments, just because you’re essentially a surrogate parent for
that kid. That parent, that kid will be coming to you for things like, “Okay, I’m having a
bad day. Or, I don’t know how to communicate.”
Table 11
Theme 7: Special Education Teacher Behaviors

Category Codes
SE in-depth knowledge of
Students
SE comfort in content areas
SE builds rapport
SE constantly figuring out how
to help students
SE guiding students
SE cares about all students
SE constantly learning
SE credentials/expertise
SE knows teachers’
personalities/philosophies
Constant dance of making
things work for students
SE needs to be on
SE thoughts about co-teaching
SE Explains Accomm/Mods to
GE

P1
11

P2
4

P3 P4
0 0

Participants
P5 P6 P7 P8
5
0
0
1

5
0
3

5
8
4

0
0
0

2
0
0

0
0
1

2
0
0

1
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

1
0
0

16
8
8

3
1
1
0
0

4
0
1
3
3

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

1
2
0
0
0

0
0
1
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

8
3
3
3
3

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

1
1
1

1
1
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

2
2
1
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P9
0

P10
0

Totals
21

The second most occurring category was the special education teachers’ comfort in the
content area with six teachers responding. When asked what the teachers were most comfortable
teaching, all the general educators answered with the subjects they teach, and the two special
educators answered math. For example, teacher 1 responded, “I’m good at math. I actually enjoy
math. Math was always a very comfortable subject for me. Biology is also right in there with
anatomy.”
Teacher 2 explained how he was not comfortable with Advanced Placement classes, “I
would hate to teach a lesson one day that’s on their AP exam, and now they’re stuck because it
was me that taught it and not the actual AP-certified teacher.” He further went on to explain how
he does work with the student in AP class,
In that class, I’m literally taking notes with the students. She does outline notes, so I’m
filling them in as I go. If I notice a kid’s off task, I go and check-in and say, “You missed
that whole slide. Here,” so they copy down the notes they missed.”
The other special educator shared how his thoughts about co-teaching in a Spanish class
when he is not fluent,
I took 4 years in high school and I co-teach it, but it’s a struggle sometimes. Me and
Google Translate are good friends in class. Every once in a while I’m like, I’m going to
go look something up real fast. I’ll be right back.”
Many of the general educators replied in previous questions that it would be nice if their
special education co-teacher had content knowledge, the chemistry teacher replied, “Yes, he
helps; however he doesn’t have the content knowledge, that would be helpful. I do know he
teaches more in the math classes.” The art teacher stated,
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Last year the teacher would take notes and monitor, but he couldn’t necessarily help
though, because he’s like, “I can’t draw to save my life either.” So I think that’s the hard
part is I have such a specialized curriculum, that if you don’t have experience.
She stated further, “I’m lucky, the instructional aid that I have, she has experience in art, so it
makes a huge.”
Regarding building rapport, teacher 2 responded.
I am a real teacher, I’m not an aide. I think building that whole rapport piece of, “I am a
second teacher in this classroom.” Even if I don’t jump in and teach the exact content,
I’m still a teacher in the classroom.”
Additionally, he explained the differences in teachers, “You find the dynamic in veteran teachers
versus a young teacher, who’s done it before, who’s willing, and who’s rigid and by the book.
You learn from that. Some will budge, and some you just manage.”
Table 12 represents the responses that emerged from teacher responses from the
interview data. The theme of communication has five categories and 36 responses. The most
prevalent categories under the theme of communication are special education and general
education co-teacher conversations where there was one response from six out of 10 teachers.
The second category with 13 responses was special educators and general educators’
communications regarding accommodations and differentiation. Regarding communication,
teacher 5 stated, “Hey, this is what we’re going to be working on today. What are your thoughts
on that?” Or, “Hey, these are my thoughts on this. Can we do this the next class?” So it is, it’s
constantly that communication.” Teacher 6 explained how she worked on differentiation with her
co-teacher, “Most of it is as it is happening and we will have a conversation while they’re

157

working in pairs. He and I will have a conversation, “Oh, these kids need this, regarding
accommodations and differentiation.
Regarding communication, teacher 5 stated, “Hey, this is what we’re going to be working
on today. What are your thoughts on that?” Or, “Hey, these are my thoughts on this. Can we do
this the next class?” So it is, it’s constantly that communication.” Teacher 6 explained how she
worked on differentiation with her co-teacher, “Most of it is as it is happening and we will have a
conversation while they’re working in pairs. He and I will have a conversation, “Oh, these kids
need this or we need to go back to this.” It’s mostly in the context of the class; we find time to go
back and forth.”
Table 12
Theme 8: Communication

Category Codes
SE/GE conversations
SE & GE communication Re:
accommodations/differentiation
One-on-one communication
Student collaborative
conversations
Opportunities for collaboration

P1
4

P2
5

P3
1

P4
0

Participants
P5 P6 P7 P8
2
1
0
2

2

3

0

0

1

1

1

0

1

4

13

2

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

2

0

0

3

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

P9
0

P10
0

Totals
15

When asked about the most important aspects of a co-teaching relationship, teacher 6
stated,
Communication, I think, is one of the most important things. Because we have to
communicate for him to be able to understand, what am I teaching, what the lesson plan’s
going to be, so he can know how we can best support that student or if they need
additional support, or even if a particular student is going through a rough time right now
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and he has to communicate that to me or this is what we’re learning, this how we’re
learning.
Teacher 1 stated, “I think communication along with trust and respect are the most important.
The relationship you have with the co-teacher is very important. You need to understand each
other’s teaching styles and classroom management. Being able to communicate is key.” Teacher
5 reiterated,
So there’s constant communication about, “Hey, this is what we’re going to be working
on today. What are your thoughts on that?” Or, “Hey, these are my thoughts on this. Can
we do this the next class?” So it is, it’s constantly that communication.
Triangulation. The data from the PCTS, observations, and interviews were triangulated.
The triangulation provided some interesting insights regarding teachers’ attitudes, behaviors, and
relationships contribute to the success of the co-teaching model? The PCTS data demonstrated
that 100% stated that they “strongly agreed” and “agreed” that they worked well together. The
observation data and interview data corroborated the survey data. Teachers used “we” and “our”
language both in the observations and in the interviews. Teacher 5 stated, “We are a team; we
work well together.”
Soliciting feedback from each other was a behavior that 90% of the teachers stated that
they “agreed” they practiced in their classrooms. This was corroborated by the observation data
and the interview data. Teachers were seen speaking to each other, and in two of the classrooms,
I observed instruction change from the brief in classroom conversations. Furthermore, in the
interviews, teachers 5 and 6 both stated how they communicate during the classroom and change
things up depending on what their co-teacher notices, that they have a “flow.” The one teacher
who “strongly disagreed” was the one classroom where there was little back and forth
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conversations between co-teachers. The instruction was lead by the general education teacher
and the specialist first sat at the back and took notes, then walked around and helped during
small group and individual work time. This was also confirmed in the interview, the general
education stated, “he walks around and helps but he doesn’t have the content knowledge.” The
demographic data also shows that this is the first year the teacher has co-taught and she
mentioned it in her interview.
All but one of the co-teachers had positive attitudes towards co-teaching, 90% agreed that
co-teaching was a worthwhile experience. The classroom observation data and the interview
data confirm that most teachers felt it was a worthwhile experience and there was little if any,
conflict. The one teacher who “disagreed” was a science teacher in her first year of co-teaching.
The interview data were conflicting; on the one hand, she stated that he helped her by walking
around and working with students; on the other hand when asked if they collaborated she said, “I
think collaboration would be good although we don’t have time, and we don’t do it. I think it
would be better if he had subject area knowledge he doesn’t, so it makes it difficult. Co-teaching
would be good if the co-teacher had the subject area knowledge like he does in math.” She
further stated, “Because he teaches more in the math classes.”
Behaviors such as (a) sharing classroom responsibilities, (b) behavior management, and
(c) communication were corroborated through triangulation. Most of the teachers, 80% agreed
that they share classroom responsibilities in the PCTS; the observation data confirmed that
teachers were sharing in-classroom responsibilities. One teacher was observed creating a new
seating chart, another quickly dealt with behavior, and both of them assisted the general
education by handing out paperwork and supplies. The teachers were communicating with each
other throughout the observations. The interview data corroborate the survey and observation
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data. Teacher 1 explained, “There’s constant communication on about, “Hey, this is what we’re
going to be working on today. What are your thoughts on that? Or hey, these are my thoughts on
this, can we do this?”
Research question three (RQ3). What supports are needed for successful co-teaching in
a fully inclusive setting? Data collection to answer RQ3 included 13 questions from the PCTS,
two items from the Co-Teaching Core Competencies Observation Checklist, and three interview
questions.
PCTS results. There are 17 questions used from the PCTS that data was collected to
answer RQ3. Questions 11 through 17 refer to teacher preparation for collaborative teaching and
questions 18a through 22b relate to school-based supports that facilitate collaborative teaching.
Question 11 asked the co-teachers if it was useful to have student teachers place in a
collaborative classroom (Figure 18). Both special educators and three general educators, 50% of
those surveyed, felt it was “very useful.” Four teachers, 40% felt it was “somewhat useful,” and
10%, one teacher “did not know.”
#11. Student Teacher Placement In A Collaborative
Classroom
Don't Know
Not Useful
Of Limited Use
Useful
Very Useful
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Figure 18. PCTS question #11: Student teaching placement in a collaborative class.
Question 12 inquired whether the co-teachers felt that district in-service presentations on
alternative assessments were useful or not (Figure 19). Both special educators and three general
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educators, 50%, answered that they felt the presentations on alternative assessments were “very
useful.” Two general educators, 20%, felt the presentations were “somewhat useful.” Another 20%,
two general educators, felt they were of “limited use” and one general educator “did not know.”
#12. I Value School District In-Service
Presentations On Alternative Assessments

Very Useful
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Of Limited Use
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0

0.2

0.4

General Education

0.6

0.8

1
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Special Education

Figure 19. PCTS question #12: School district in-service presentations on alternative assessments.
Question 13 asked teachers whether they felt school district workshops/mini-courses on
facilitating collaborative teaching were useful or not (Figure 20). Both special educators and two
general educators, 50%, felt that the district workshops/mini-courses on collaborative teaching
were “very useful.” One general educator, 10%, felt the workshops were “somewhat useful.”
Three general educators, 30%, felt they were of “limited use” and 10% “did not know.”
#13. I Value School District Workshops/Mini
Courses on Facilitating Collaborative Teaching
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Figure 20. PCTS question #13: School district workshops/mini-courses on facilitating
collaborative teaching.
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Question 14 inquired whether co-teachers felt that mentoring by an experienced
collaborative teacher(s) was useful or not (Figure 21). Both special educators and two general
educators, 40%, answered that they felt mentoring by an experienced co-teacher was “very useful.”
Five general educators, 50%, felt that it was “somewhat useful,” and 10% “did not know.”
#14 Mentoring By An Experienced Collaborative
Teacher
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Figure 21. PCTS question #14: Mentoring by an experienced collaborative teacher(s).
Question 15 asked whether co-teachers felt that pre-service courses in collaborative
teaching were useful or not (Figure 22). Two special educators and one general educator, 30%,
felt that pre-service collaborative teaching courses were “very useful.” Of the teachers surveyed,
40%, one special educator, and three general educators felt they were “somewhat useful” and
20% answered that they “did not know.”
#15 Pre-Service Courses in Collaborative Teaching
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Figure 22. PCTS question #15: Pre-service courses in collaborative teaching.
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120%

Question 16 inquired whether co-teachers felt that pre-service special education courses
for general education teachers were useful or not (Figure 23). Two special educators and one
general educator, 30%, replied that they felt the pre-service special education courses were “very
useful.” Of the co-teachers surveyed, 30% answered they felt the courses were “somewhat
useful.” One teacher “did not know” and 30% found them of “limited use.”
#16 Pre-Service Courses On Special Education For
General Education Teachers
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Figure 23. PCTS question #16: Pre -service special education courses for general education
teachers.
Question 17 asked whether co-teachers felt that pre-service general education courses for
special education teachers were useful or not (Figure 24) One special educator and one general
educator, 20% of the teachers, felt that pre-service general education courses were “very useful.”
Of the teachers surveyed, 50%, one special educator, and four general educators felt that the
courses were “somewhat useful.” One teacher, 10%, felt that pre-service general education
courses for special educators were “not useful” and 20% “did not know.”
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#17 Pre-Service General Education Courses For
Special Education Teachers
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Figure 24. PCTS question #17: Pre -service general education courses for special education
teachers.
Question 18a inquired whether co-teachers felt that a provision for scheduled mutual
planning time was useful or not (Figure 25). Both special educators and one general educator,
30% of the teachers, felt that a provision for scheduled mutual planning time was “very useful.”
Three general education teachers, 30%, felt it was somewhat useful. Three teachers, 30%, felt it
was of “limited use” and 10% “did not know.”
#18a. I Value Mutal Planning Time
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Figure 25. PCTS question #18a: I value mutual planning time.
Question 18b asked whether co-teachers had access to scheduled mutual planning time
(Figure 26). Of the teachers surveyed, 20%, one special educator, and one general educator
responded that they had “plentiful access.” One teacher, 10%, responded he had “some access”
to mutual planning time, and 20% responded they had “limited access.” Three teachers, 30%,
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responded they had “no access” to scheduled mutual planning time, and 20%, one special
educator and one general educator “did not know.”
#18b. I Have Access To Mutual Planning Time
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Figure 26. PCTS question #18b: I have access to scheduled mutual planning time.
Question 19a asked whether administrative support of collaboration was useful or not
(Figure 27). Two special educators and five general educators, 70%, felt that administrative
support of collaboration was “very useful.” Two teachers, 20%, felt administrative support was
“somewhat useful,” and 10% felt it was of “limited use.”
#19a. I Value Administrative Support For
Collaboration
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Figure 27. PCTS question #19a: I value administrative support of collaboration.
Question 19b inquired if the co-teacher had access to administrative support (Figure 28).
The data demonstrates that 70% of the co-teachers surveyed, two special educators, and five
general educators, replied that they had “plentiful access” to administrative support for
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collaboration and 20% answered they had some access. Two teachers, 10%, indicated that they
had “no access” to administrative support for collaboration.
#19b. I Have Access To Administrative Support For
Collaboration
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Figure 28. PCTS question #19b: I have access to administrative support for collaboration.
Question 20a asked whether co-teachers believed they should have adequate teaching
aids and supplies appropriate to learning levels (Figure 29). Both special educators and four
general educators, 60%, answered that they believed it was “very useful” to have adequate
teaching aids and supplies. Three teachers, 30%, answered they felt it was “somewhat useful”
and 10% believed that adequate teaching aids and supplies were of “limited use.”
#20a. I Believe Teachers Should Have Adequate
Teaching Aids And Supplies Appropriate To
Student Learning Levels
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Figure 29. PCTS question #20a: I believe teachers should have adequate teaching aids and
supplies appropriate to learning levels.
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Question 20b inquired if co-teachers had access to adequate teaching aids and supplies
appropriate to learning levels (Figure 30). Of the co-teachers surveyed, 40%, both special
educators and two general educators, stated they had “plentiful access” to adequate teaching aids
and supplies. Two teachers, 20%, indicated they had “some access” and 20% answered they had
“limited access” to adequate teaching aids and supplies. Two teachers, 20%, replied that had “no
access” to adequate teaching aids and supplies appropriate to learning levels and 10% stated they
did not know.
#20b. I Have Access To Adequate Teaching Aids And Supplies
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Figure 30. PCTS question #20b: I have access to adequate teaching aids and supplies appropriate
to learning levels.
Question 21a asked whether collaborative teachers valued in-service training opportunities
(Figure 31). The data demonstrated that 30%, both special educators and one general educator,
felt in-service trainings were “very useful” and 30% answered that they were “somewhat useful.”
30% indicated that in-service training were of “limited use” and 10% “did not know.”
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#21a. I Value In-Service Opportunities
Don't Know
Not Useful
Of Limited Use
Somewhat Useful
Very Useful
0%

20%

40%

General Education

60%

80%

100%

120%

Special Education

Figure 31. PCTS question #21a: I value in-service training opportunities provided (workshops,
etc.)
Question 21b asked whether co-teachers had access to in-service training opportunities
(Figure 32). The data indicates that 40% of the co-teachers, two special education teachers, and
two general education teachers replied that they had “plentiful access” to in-service training.
20% of those surveyed answered that they had “some access” and 20% had “limited access” to
in-service training opportunities. 10% indicated that they had no access to in-service training
opportunities and 10% replied that they “did not know.”
#21b. I Have Access To In-Service Training
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Figure 32. PCTS question #21b: I have access to in-service training opportunities provided
(workshops, etc.).
Question 22a asked whether co-teachers valued summer planning time allocated (Figure
33). The data demonstrate that 30%, both special educators and one general educator, felt it was
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“very useful” and 30% replied that it was “somewhat useful.” Of the teachers surveyed, 30%
indicated that summer planning time was of “limited use” and 10% “did not know.”
#22a. I Value Summer Planning Time Allocated
Don't Know
Not Useful
Of Limited Use
Somewhat Useful
Useful
Very Useful
0%

20%

40%

General Education

60%

80%

100%

120%

Special Education

Figure 33. PCTS question #22a: I value allocated summer planning time.
Question 22b inquired whether co-teachers had access to summer planning time allocated
(Figure 34). The data indicates that only 10% of the teachers surveyed had “some access” to
summer planning time allocated, and 40%, one special educator, and three general educators had
“limited access.” 20% answered they had “no access” to allocated summer planning time and
30% one special educator and two general educators “did not know.”
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Figure 34. PCTS question #22b: I have access to allocated summer planning time.
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60%

Core Competencies Observation Checklist results. There were two items on analyzed
on the Co-teaching Core Competencies Observation Checklist to answer RQ3. The minimum,
maximum, mode, median, and mean of the checklist items relating to RQ3 are in displayed in
Table 13.
The results regarding item 8.8 on the Core Competencies Observation Checklist
demonstrates that the mean of the eight classrooms observed was a 2.5 out of a possible
maximum score of 3.0. Item 8.8 asked if there was evidence of Universal Design observed in the
classroom. In all the classrooms observed, there was evidence of Universal Design, some more
than others. In every classroom, multiple modes of instruction were observed. For example,
every classroom was using Chromebooks, some students were taking quizzes on them, some
were writing answers to questions, and others were reading an instructional article. Most of the
classrooms had the daily sequence of the day posted on the board. There were flexible groupings
and some classrooms as teachers had students move from whole group to small group. Three of
the classrooms gave regular feedback in the form of daily short quizzes. In one classroom there
was evidence of multiple ways of completing an assignment, it was posted that student could
write a paper, do a video, or a give a PowerPoint presentation.
Table 13
Core Competencies Observation Checklist for Items related to RQ3
Item
8.8

Description
Class instruction and activities
proactively promote multiple
modes of representation,
engagement and expression
(Universal Design for Learning-UDL).

Min
0

Max
3

Mode Mdn
2
2.5

Mean
2.5

8.13

Technology (to include assistive
technology) is used to enhance

0

3

3

3
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3

Item 8.13 asked if there was technology being used in the classrooms, including assistive
technology, to enhance accessibility and learning. The overall score for this item was 3. Every
classroom observed scored a 3 in the use of technology to access the curriculum. Technology
was abundant at the school site. Students and teachers were using Chromebooks, graphic
calculators, document readers, and videos.
Interview results. There were three interview questions that related to RQ3:
1. To enhance your co-teaching program what expertise or training do you think would
be useful?
2. How have the co-teaching in-services or professional development/training helped
you?
3. What additional supports do you feel are needed to make co-teaching more
successful?
Three themes emerged from the data: (a) training, (b) supports, and (c)
hindrances/barriers indicating need for support. The theme of training was the most prevalent of
the three themes, with a total of six categories and 97 responses (see Table 14).
Table 14
Theme 9: Training

Category Codes
Lack of co-teaching training
Co-teaching training on CT
models/strategies
Training on different
models/strategies of co-teaching
GE wants training from SE staff
SE learning from trainings
Other campuses co-teach
programs

Participants
P6 P7 P8
0
1
3
1
1
3

P1
6
6

P2
8
3

P3 P4 P5
3
2
0
3
2
1

0

4

1

0

2

1

3

0
1
2

0
1
0

1
0
0

0
0
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
1
0
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P9
0
1

P10
2
0

Totals
25
21

2

0

7

20

1
0
0

1
0
0

0
0
0

6
3
2

The most prevalent categories were lack of co-teaching training, and the need for coteaching training is consistent with each other. Eight out of 10 teachers mentioned the lack of
co-teaching training and nine out of 10 mentioned the need for professional development in coteaching. Only half of the teachers surveyed were at the school when it first opened. When the
asked what training they received at the beginning, teacher 3 stated,
We really didn’t have much training before we started, but the RSP teacher who used to
be the lead was great, she did some training, she explained what it was going to be like.
The added bonus was that she was credentialed in English so we were able to truly coteach like they do in math now.
Teacher 10 explained how she received hands-on training when co-teaching with the
special health care students for 2 years; students who have moderate to severe needs. Teacher 10
explained:
I taught the class, and she just showed me how to make adaptations for all the students.
So I learned a lot in that class. I spent 2 years learning how to adapt my curriculum for
severe special needs. Okay, hand over hand, eye gaze, buttons. So my third period class
today, I have one of the specialized healthcare kids who comes to my third period class,
and he has an aid with him, and whatever we’re working, I’ll walk back there, and I’ll be
like, “Do this with him,” or “Don’t do this, but I want it done this way. I can adapt the
curriculum now. If I hadn’t had that training, frankly he would probably be sitting in the
back of the class because I wouldn’t know what to do.
She further reiterated how she learned more over time,
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The first year was crazy difficult, and I had no idea what I was doing, and I was giving
them kind of dumbed-down work, and then this last year I did some of the same
curriculum, but I made it where it was very strategic. I even figured out how to test them.
When asked what type of training would be beneficial, teacher 2 stated:
Knowing the different options to still make yourself valuable in the classroom, I think, is
the biggest thing that I learned was there’s like seven different types. If I can find one of
those, I’m still being productive and beneficial for those kids in that period. Even if I
never stand up in front and do a single thing, but I’m just kind of working behind the
scenes, I still think that’s beneficial. So I think just learning the different strategies and
what it may look like, even if it’s not what someone else might think of co-teaching.
Likewise, teacher 8 shared:
I think for me, sometimes I need to know how to best utilize them sometimes, because
I’ve had different experiences and they pretty much come in and they kind of set the tone
for how they will help. But I think if I had a better understanding of what this model
should look like, should I have them lead more of the lessons more of the time? Or
should I have them just do more of the breakout into smaller groups for specific students?
So really that dynamic. Because I think we create our own dynamic, but I don’t know for
that model, is there a specific one we should be following?
Teacher 5 further explained,
If there is training, let’s say that can model how we’re supposed to look at a co-teaching
model, I would not turn that down because I’m just kind of like, “Oh, okay.” Kind of
going with it. We never really had any formal training on co-teaching specifically. At
least I haven’t.
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Teacher number 1 suggested, “Co-teaching and inclusion is the big push in the District, we
should be collaborating with other schools, observing each other, talking about what works and
what doesn’t.”
When asked what professional development topics or other training they might like to
have, teacher 8 suggested, “we might get an article, but to really have someone to really kind of
walk you through and explain it, might be helpful for us teachers.” Four of the general educators
stated they would like to have more trainings from the special educators at the school site.
Teacher 7 said, “I want training in strategies for special education, autism, and behavior, they are
really good at it, I get 5 minutes here but maybe mini training once a week?” Teacher 6
suggested, “We have all these different meetings, maybe one of them, once a month, could be for
strategies for special education and students with five, you know, which they’re good for all
students, but strategies to help in the classroom.” One general education teacher had an idea for
training for the special education teachers:
They need to have access to the same training we get. For example, in our curriculum,
like the Pearson m Perspectives, because we use that a lot. Because I didn’t know until
this year, they don’t have access to the Pearson myPerspectives. Now I can give him a
teacher guide or the book, but he can’t go in himself and see the digital work that we’re
doing, so if they had training, they could.
Teacher 1, a special educator replied,
I like knowing about SPED law and trends in the industry. I think the training that goes
with case management so that we actually are in compliance. I mean, for me it’s a lot of
administrative things because I don’t feel like these are the areas that we get a lot of
training.

175

He reiterated,
An opportunity for us to learn about the programming that’s available. Now, when I was
in my last district, we had a SELPA that was outside of our district. And that SELPA
would go out and they would tell us, this is what’s happening in the industry right now.
These are the things you should not be doing right now.
Table 15 addresses the second most prevalent theme, supports, that emerged from the
interview data. There were three categories and 33 responses.
Nine teachers responded that they had administrative support for co-teaching, teacher 2
stated,
So the admin support has always been 100%. There’s never been an issue there. I think
the tough thing for them, is being a small school, they have to wear multiple hats, which
means they have to do everything in the office, and they have to admin on the special ed
side for IEPs and stuff like that.
Table 15
Theme 10: Supports

Category Codes
Administrative support for coteaching
technology/video/TV
Use of SE assistants

P1
4

P2
5

1
0

2
2

Participants
P3 P4 P5 P6 P7
1 2
1
0
1
0
0

0
1

3
0

2
0

1
0

P8
1

P9
1

P10
1

Totals
17

2
1

1
0

0
0

12
4

He further explained,
If I want to send an email out about student feedback and I’m not getting it back, and
then I send a second one out, and then I’ll CC an administrator, and the administrator
sends an email, “Hey that needs to happen today.” So we’ve had that administrative
support from day one, as far as I know.
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Teacher 4 stated, “We have administrative support wholeheartedly, from the top down,
the whole perspective in this District is terrific.” Teacher 10 explained:
Our prior principal to this year ….I don’t know the principal well enough this year
because we have a new principal. He was really a big advocate and huge support for our
special ed program, all of our special ed programs on this campus, whether it was the
specialized health care kids or the RSP students, but he was a counselor prior to
becoming a principal and had experience with IEPs and special ed and worked with
special ed. So he came in with, “No, this is how this would work.” So he was very
supportive that way. I don’t know about our current principal and how much he knows or
doesn’t know, and so for me, the support that I would want from him would be time. I
want more time to plan with my co-teacher.
Regarding technology support for collaborative classrooms, one teacher replied, “We
have a ton of technology, the document readers, graphic calculators, Chromebooks, and the
engineering people they have all sorts of cool stuff.” Another teacher stated, “I’ll sometimes
have a TV where I’ll show a video of what we learned, and then I’ll follow up with a lesson to
kind of reinforce what they saw on the video.” The art teacher used to co-teach with the
healthcare teacher, and she explained how she used technology to for assessment:
I would ask them a question, and if they used Eye Gaze, there was a frame that she had,
and we would put the answers yes or no on the edge of the frame, and then I would put
something inside of the frame, and I would say, “Which one of these?” Or, “Is this an
example of organic shape?” And they would have to either Eye Gaze to the yes or the no.
“Are these the primary colors? Yes or no?” So it had to be yes or no questions because
that was easier for them, and then my students who had some movement ability with their
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hands, we had buttons, and one button said yes, and one button said no. So, is this an
example of the primary colors? Yes or no?” And they’d have to hit the button to answer,
and I did like ten questions, super simple, really basic stuff, and I marked them, and they
had a test, and it was really cool to me.
The same teacher now has a student who mainstreams and has an IPad as an Alternative
Augmentative Communication device (AAC) to help him communicate with other students. The
general education teacher stated how she helps him use technology,
He has an iPad for speech. I’ll have him record it instead of taking notes or, but he has to
set it up and do it. I don’t let the aid set it up for him. He’s a junior in high school he
needs to know how to do it.”
In regards to special education assistants, teacher 2 explained, “The assistants are sent
into the classrooms that have less students, and we go into the classrooms that have more five to
six students.” Teacher 1 stated,
There are one-to-one assistants for those students that have the service; otherwise they go
into the classrooms based upon students’ needs, except for the one assistant who is an
artist, I send her into the art class because she can actually do a lot of the work and teamteach more than I ever could.
Table 16 represents the third theme, hindrances/barriers indicating the need for support.
This theme has six categories, with 58 responses. The category most mentioned was the special
education teachers’ caseload. Six out of 10 teachers commented on the special education
caseloads.
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Table 16
Theme 11: Hindrances/Barriers Indicating Need for Support

Category Codes
SE caseload
Common planning time
Change over time
SE planning time
SE Provides Accomm/Mods
SE having access to
curriculum

P1
3
0
0
1
1
0

P2
2
1
2
0
1
0

P3
1
2
0
0
0
0

P4
0
0
0
0
0
0

Participants
P5 P6 P7
1
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

P8
1
0
0
0
0
1

P9
0
0
0
0
0
0

P10
0
3
2
0
0
0

Totals
9
7
4
2
2
1

The special education teachers’ caseload had the highest number of responses with half
of the teachers making comments. One special educator explained the demands of the special
educator:
We also have the added function of our administrative duties, it becomes just a cluster
because we’re trying to figure out how am I supposed to get this, get ready for this IEP
meeting, and/or this conference, and/or this addendum, and/or this conversation with the
behaviors supervisor, and/or this conversation with district personnel about a specific
student. And I have to be on top of this content. So, it’s a lot of balls in the air when
you’re doing this model, the push in model. Which is why I think there needs to be a limit
to the number of students that are on a caseload if you’re doing a push in model for it to
be actually be successful. Because I can tell you that when you’re actually doing, having
done it before, we have more students on our caseload currently than we’ve ever had.
The other special educator commented,
It’s interesting because we have I think 46 or 48, so around 50 kids on IEPs and RSP, for
the two of us. And then we have the two and a half or three and a half aides or whatever
we get, and we’re being told that that’s too many already.
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He further reiterated,
So they’re trying to pull things from us as it is. I understand where they’re at because it’s
just a thing, but realistically if you’re trying to get us to keep the program up of this coteaching, going in, going in, going in, then you have to give us supports to support the
kids. Otherwise, when we’re doing that co-teaching, if you don’t give us that support,
then how can we do both of those at the same time? It’s not possible.
Teacher 3 stated, “We used to have three co-teachers and then the co-teachers had more
time. They could meet with us more; now they are running from place to place.” Teacher 1
further stated:
We lost a whole teacher. And it’s made a tremendous impact on our service delivery
model. Because we can’t, we don’t have the flexibility of doing all of those things I just
mentioned to you when there are only two of us. And we have over 20 students on our
caseload. Before you know, your max is 28 by law, correct? But when you’re doing a
certain model, that model needs to also be respected, in the sense that in order to do this,
you can’t have, you don’t have the capacity for 28 students on your caseload. You just
don’t. Or you just become a case manager, which means you cannot be focused on
administering a bunch of content because you have all of these administrative things to
do for students.
The co-teaching model has changed over time, one of the special educators explained,
So the first year was one. So it was one teacher with one grade level, which I’m sure was
smooth. Then it was one teacher with two grade levels, so I’m sure it was a little bit
haywire. Then the next year, we had three teachers and three grade levels, where we each
had our own grade level, and we stayed with it. And that was pure and smooth, simple,
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no problem. Then we got a fourth-grade level but not a fourth teacher. So we kind of
mixed a little bit. And then this year, now there’s four grade levels and two teachers. So
we’re both mixed in two different grade levels. So it’s not as clear cut as it has been, but
because of our numbers, we don’t need an extra teacher. So they’ve said, “Boom, make it
work.”
Teacher 3, a general education teacher stated, “It’s just the two covering everything.
They’re overworked. It’s hard with the caseload they have, making sure all the students’ needs
are met with one less person.” Teacher number 1 stated:
So I’ve never had as many IEP meetings, and we’re just in October. I’ve had more,
almost as many meetings in this one month with just addendums from rewriting goals and
accommodations that came from the middle school setting that was inappropriate for the
high school setting, so that we could be in compliance, administrative compliance, with
our IEPs. So it’s a lot of that goes into this process.
Teacher 1 explained,
If I was in the pullout model, I would be sitting in my room and may have more time to
complete the administrative work, and I wouldn’t have to worry about learning all the
content; however it is not what is best for the kids. During push-in even if I don’t know
the content I can help, and the students are getting a high level of academics.
When asked about planning time, teacher number 7 said “If I have something I want the
co-teacher to do, we do it before class starts. Five minutes. This is what we’re doing. Will you do
this piece?” Teacher number 10 stated, “I would like to have some time in the summer before
school starts to go over things.” Teacher number 3 replied, “They are just so busy, we have
conference periods that are the same; however, they are usually helping kids or in IEPs.”
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Triangulation. Triangulation of the survey, observation, and interview data corroborated
and conflicted the evidence for RQ3. The observation data demonstrated that 90% of the
teachers both valued and felt they had adequate teaching aids and supplies appropriate to
students learning levels. The observation data showed that there was technology in every
classroom being used on a daily basis and that universal design was in every room. In the
interview data, teachers spoke to having and using technology. Teacher 3 stated, “I use the TV
video lessons to introduce a subject and students use their Chromebooks daily.”
The survey data for administrative support indicated that 90% of the co-teachers valued
administrative support, yet when asked if they have it 20% stated, “no access.” This is
interesting because the interview data conflicts with this statement. Every teacher stated that
they had administrative support. Only one teacher stated, “I don’t know the new principal that
well yet, but the previous one was very supportive.” Both special educators stated he was
supportive. One teacher even stated, “100%, we have 100% support.”
The survey data for planning time was divided with half of the teachers wanting daily
planning time and the other half stating it was “not useful” or of “limited use.” The interview
data corroborated this information. Teacher 3 stated, “Daily planning time would be too much,
however, weekly would be good.” Summer planning time was another question in the survey.
Half of the teachers did not have access or did not know; 40 % replied it was of “limited use.”
One teacher answered that it was useful. In the interviews two teachers mentioned wanting
summer planning time to plan with their co-teachers.
Training was the one area that there was a large amount of data. Seventy percent stated
that pre-service training was “useful” however, the interview data indicates that most of the co-
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teachers, 70%, did not have pre-service training. The interview data also indicates that 90% of
the teachers want training on co-teaching.
Summary
Chapter 4 discussed the findings in relation to the three research questions. Each question
reported the results from the PCTS, the CTSS Core Competencies Observation Checklist, and
the Interview data. Then the data for each research question was triangulated. For research
question one regarding what structures and programs contribute to the co-teaching program the
data showed that most of the teachers shared feedback and classroom responsibilities, had access
to adequate teaching aids, supplies, and technology, whole group and small group work in all
classrooms, curriculum supported collaboration and small group work, and this was confirmed in
the observations and in the interviews.
Research question two was regarding attitudes, relationships, and behaviors contribute to
successful co-teaching. The triangulation of the data showed that overall the co-teachers worked
well together, felt that co-teaching had improved their practice, that co-teaching was a
worthwhile experience, that they regularly solicited feedback from each other and benefited from
it, and that they shared classroom responsibilities.
Research question three was regarding what supports contribute to co-teaching. The
triangulation of the data showed that the majority of the teachers felt they had administrative
support, had adequate supplies, materials, and technology. Training was the one area that all
teachers stated they wanted more training in co-teaching and the general educators also wanted
more training in special education strategies.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
This chapter explores the results presented in Chapter 4 and discusses the key findings
identified through the three-phased data collection of surveys, observations, and teacher
interviews. Findings are discussed as they pertain to the three research questions. After the
discussion of the findings, conclusions, and recommendations for policy and practice are
presented. The chapter concludes with recommendations for future research and additional
research questions for examination.
There are three purposes of this case study. The first purpose of this case study is to
determine what structures and programs contribute to successful co-teaching. The second
purpose is to explore the fundamental attitudes, practices, and relationships that contribute to
successful co-teaching partnerships in purposefully selected high-performing urban high school
setting in Southern California. The third purpose is to discover what supports, are needed to
assist schools in improving their co-teaching practices. The school chosen is a California Honor
Role school that scored above both district and state in English Language Arts, math, and science
from the 2015-2016 school year through the 2017-2019 school year. This case study will
provide data regarding the practices, relationships, attitudes, structures, and programs are factors
in successful co-teaching, and what supports are needed to assist schools in improving their coteaching practices.
The following research questions guided this dissertation study. The research
was conducted at a purposefully selected high-performing socioeconomically disadvantaged
urban high school in Southern California. The research explored what co-teachers reported and
the researcher observed regarding:
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1. What structures and programs contribute to the success of the co-teaching model
within a fully inclusive setting?
2. What attitudes, behaviors, and relationships contribute to the success of the coteaching model?
3. What supports are needed for successful co-teaching in a fully inclusive setting?
This case study utilized a single case study methodology with a qualitative approach.
There was three phases of data collection: (a) survey, (b) observation, (c) interview. The first
phase was a PCTS (Austin, 2001) that the participants took online via survey monkey. The
second phase was classroom observations using the Core Competencies Observation Checklist
(Murawaski & Lochner, 2018). The third phase was one-on-one semi-structured interviews
using an original instrument developed by the researcher.
The Perceptions of Co-teaching Survey (PCTS) had 23 questions, and all eight co-teacher
answered all the questions online via survey monkey. Observations were conducted over 3 weeks
of all eight classrooms. One-on-one semi-structured interviews were conducted for over two
weeks.
Discussion of Key Findings
Research question one. In response to question 1, the triangulation of the data indicates
both common structures that improve co-teaching and some unique structures and programs
special to the school studied.
Small school leads to a sense of community and enhances collaboration. The findings
show that the small school format and focus on collaboration and relationships is a factor in a
successful co-teaching program. The school was first opened in 2014 and is a school with three
pathways: (a) engineering, (b) criminal justice, and (c) health medical. The resource specialist
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program is all push-in services through co-teaching. There is a program on the campus for
medical students with moderate to severe needs. These students are often seen mainstreaming
into the general education classrooms. All students with mild to moderate needs are in general
education.
The school is a brand new state of the art high school fully equipped with technology in
every classroom. There are specialized labs for different pathways. Groups of classrooms are
set up per each pathway. The school is set up for collaboration; in between each set of
classrooms, there is large space that is carpeted with tables and comfortable chairs for students to
meet and teachers to hold lessons. One day, the researcher observed moot court taking place in
one of the common areas.
The atmosphere at the school is very positive from the minute you step on campus. From
the front office staff, the custodial staff, the teachers, support the administration, everyone is
smiling, friendly, and helpful. Every participant was excited to be part of the study. They were
proud of their instruction. Only two of the general educators knew what day the researcher was
coming ahead of time. This led to more accurate research on what happens in the classroom.
Every teacher was very cordial and seemed to be pleased with having someone watch them
instructing. During their interviews they all spoke to how special the school was. Their love of
the profession was evident. All the teachers observed seemed to know all their students. They
could give a student a look or lean over and say something, and the student would quickly get
back on task. One teacher exclaimed, “I’m so happy to be back in the classroom! I’d tried to be
an administrator, spent 2 years at it, nope not for me. I ran back.” In the classroom observation it
was also apparent that he enjoyed teaching. His enthusiasm, the flow of the classroom
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instruction, and how he spoke with the co-teacher and students were infectious. The enthusiasm
for teaching and working with students was observed in all the co-teaching classrooms.
The school vision and explanation of the school on their website speak to team
collaboration, hands-on real-world activities, and gauging student learning through collaborative
hands-on projects. There was evidence of this practice in every classroom. Every classroom had
small group instruction. One classroom had a short lecture, then showed a documentary, then
moved into small group collaborative conversations. Another class had small group
conversations, then practiced for a share out in the form of a skit, then performed the skit.
Since it is a small school, all the teachers know each other, especially the two special
educators. While the researcher was sitting in the common area, the camaraderie amongst
teachers, students to students, and student to teacher were observed. Additionally, special
educators are well respected. The findings show in both the surveys and interviews that the
special educators were well-liked and respected. The sense of community was very evident and
came through in the data.
Special educators staying with students for all 4 years of high school. The findings
show that the following students for 4 years is beneficial to students and educators. A unique
structure of this school site is the way the co-teaching program is structured. The special
education teachers follow the students for all 4 years of their high school career. This is
advantageous for special education students. The observation and interview data demonstrated
that the special educators had in-depth knowledge of their students, the teachers, and individual
general education teaching practices. Additionally, it is beneficial for the general education
students because there is an adult who had been with their class the entire 4 years. Both special
educators commented on how general education students often come to them for advice.
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The one downfall is for the special education teacher. Due to the class schedules on their
caseload, one teacher is co-teaching in content areas where he is not comfortable and does not
necessarily enjoy it. He stated, “This semester I don’t have any classes that I can actually coteach in it’s all one teach one assist….I miss teaching.” A second downfall is that the teacher
who has ninth grade has extra work the first semester of school due to extra IEPs. The one
special educator stated, “I’ve spent all of October in IEPs, fixing all the middle school IEPs.”
This also made it difficult to observe him in his collaborative classrooms because he had so
many IEPs.
Additionally, this causes issues with general education co-teachers because IEP meetings
often go over an hour. This teacher did state, “I have had many contentious IEPs these 2 weeks.
I apologize, most of them went over the time we had scheduled.”
The two special educators, even with the downside that affects them, stated, “Co-teaching
and push-in is the best way for students, teachers, support staff, and admiration.”
Consistent team meetings. The findings show that structured meetings lead to higher
levels of collaboration. Another unique characteristic of the school site studied is the scheduled
meetings, which assist in the school’s goal of collaboration. The observation and interview data
showed that there are three consistently scheduled meetings for teachers to collaborate and
confer: (a) department meetings, (b) pathway meetings, and (c) grade level meetings. The
department meetings are for same content area teachers. Pathway meetings are for the teachers in
each of the three pathways, and grade-level meetings are per grade level. The interview data
demonstrated that the set meetings were beneficial to team planning. One special educator
stated, “Yes, we have pathway, and grade-level meetings that are helpful because we can
collaborate with the teachers and know what is expected of the students.”
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Scheduled planning time is a structure that the research has found to be a critical factor in
successful co-teaching (Austin, 2001). The interview data showed that this year they changed
many teachers’ schedules to have the last period of the day for conference period. This was so
students could come in for tutoring or meet with their teachers. Also, it was time set up for coteachers to meet. Common planning time with the co-teachers, however, did not come to fruition
due to the high demand on the co-teachers time. The triangulation of the data demonstrated that
the co-teachers are in classrooms for three out of the four classroom periods a day.
Furthermore, they are all different subject areas with different teachers. Due to their high
caseload, IEP meetings, meetings with parents, developing IEPs, and tutoring, their conference
periods fill up, and they have little time in their schedules if any. Every 30-minute lunch period
observed, the special educators were simultaneously eating and working on their computer.
Similar to Keefe and Moore (2004), planning with the co-teacher happens right before class time,
and as one teacher stated, “We plan on the fly, as it is happening.”
Curriculum. Research over the past 30 years has demonstrated one of the factors to
successful co-teaching is the curriculum (Baker, 1994; Bennet et al., 1997; Lipsky & Garner,
1996). The findings from the observational and interview data indicate that the curriculum plays
a part in the success of the students. The curriculum is based on the state content standards and
is A-G approved with rigor. Bateman and Bateman (2001) discovered that one of the factors to
higher achievement in an inclusive setting is that the curriculum is not watered down.
One teacher stated, “The curriculum is geared towards gradual release;” another stated,
“Pearson has an online component and online data to assist the teachers.” Furthermore, the
observations of the instructional time showed almost every minute accounted for in each
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classroom. When asked about groupings, one teacher stated, “Mainly small group, it is our
school focus, and the curriculum is geared towards small group.”
Student groupings. Research has shown that cooperative groupings, individualized
instruction, peer role models, teacher collaboration, and qualified assistance in the classroom
lead to higher student achievement (Ainscow & Ceasar, 2006: Sindilar et al., 2006; Weiner
2003). The findings show that student groupings are a factor in a successful co-teaching
relationship. Additionally, consistent with the literature the more experience one has with coteaching and the longer the partnership, the more successful (Cook & Friend, 1995).
The observational and interview data showed that small groups were the most prevalent
grouping in all the classrooms observed. Students were grouped at tables and in every
classroom. Teachers gave them strategic questions facilitating collaborative conversations. In
one classroom they planned a skit and performed it. Two teachers did whole group lessons, but
they only lasted approximately 20 minutes before moving into small group work. The interview
data had varying responses. Six out of the eight teachers stated they did a variation of the small,
whole group and individual with more time in small groups. Two of the teachers stated, “I do
whole group and individual.”
Similar to the literature, the main models of co-teaching observed in five out of the eight
classrooms, were one teach, or one teach, one observes (Dieker & Murawaski, 2008; Hang &
Rabren, 2009). Consistent with the literature, the three classrooms other co-teaching models
such as team-teaching and station teaching were classrooms that had co-taught for 3-5 years and
in which the specialist had expertise. Cook and Friend (1995) stated that in the first year most
teachers are at the one teach, one assist, or one teach, one observe models and within 3-5 years
move into the other models of co-teaching.
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Two adults in the classroom. The findings demonstrate that six out of 10 teachers felt
that having two teachers in the classroom was a benefit to all the students. One teacher regarding
co-teaching stated, “I can overall see how it does make a big improvement on the student’s
learning because they that extra set of eyes and ears and knowledge to go to instead of it just
being me.”
The observation data indicated that both co-teachers were helping all students in all the
classrooms. The literature states that students without disabilities often struggle and need
accommodations for academics and behavior (Koher & Evans, 2006; Magiera et al., 2005). One
general educator stated, “My general ed kids sometimes need more help than the students with
IEPS.” She further reiterated, “He helps to break down and clarify the work so all students can
understand, he really has a talent.”
Research question two. In response to question two, triangulation of the survey,
observation, and interview data validated that relationships, mutual trust, and respect, positive
attitudes and behaviors, contribute to successful co-teaching.
Relationships. The findings show that relationships are a key factor in the success of the
co-teaching program in this study. Of the teachers surveyed, 90% stated they “agreed” and
“strongly agreed” that they solicit each other’s feedback and benefit from it. This was confirmed
in the observations and the interviews. All 10 of the teachers, 100% mentioned that relationship
was important in a co-teaching partnership. Eight out of 10 “strongly agreed” that they worked
well with their co-teaching, and two “agreed.” The observational data further confirmed the
strong relationships as did the interview data. One teacher stated, “Relationships are the most
important; he gets me; we work well together.” These findings are consistent with the literature
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that good co-teaching relationship is a critical factor in a collaborative classroom (Isherwood &
Barger-Anderson, 2008; Walther-Thomas, 1997).
The special educator’s attitude, personality, and knowledge play a key factor in the
success of co-teaching. Since special educators work with three to five teachers, they need to be
able to work with multiple personalities and teaching philosophies. The survey data also showed
that all of the teachers agreed and strongly agreed they worked very well together. Additionally,
in five out of eight of the classrooms, the general education teacher made a point to come over to
me and say something nice about the special educator. One teacher said, “He’s great; he reminds
me to slow down.” Another said, “He makes the class so much fun, the kids, and I love him.” In
many of the interviews, the general education teachers not only stated how much knowledge the
special educators had, they also spoke about how the special education teachers had too much
work. One teacher stated, “We have the same style of teaching; it works well.” Kohler-Evans
(2006) found that analogous teaching styles were important in successful co-teaching
relationships.
Trust and respect. The findings demonstrate that there is a high level of trust and respect
between the co-teachers at the school-site studied. Mutual respect is one of the cornerstones to
successful teaching (Isherwood & Barger-Anderson, 2008; Kohler-Evans, 2006). Eight out of 10
teachers agreed that they shared classroom instruction, regularly offered feedback, and six out of
10 had access to modifying classroom configurations. Interesting to note, sharing the instruction
was only observed in three classrooms; however, the co-teachers were assisting all students, and
in one classroom the co-teacher was rearranging the seating chart due to students’ behaviors. As
one co-teacher stated, “I don’t just let anyone rearrange student seating; there has to be trust and
respect.” One general education co-teacher stated, “I trust his knowledge, we have a flow, he is
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really good and breaking things down. I just trust his expertise.” Another teacher stated, “if you
don’t trust the person that you’re teaching, you’re going to second-guess them and it’s going to
show in the classroom. It comes out.”
Positive attitudes and behavior. The findings show that co-teachers’ positive attitudes are
important for a successful co-teaching relations. Throughout the literature on co-teaching,
teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion are the most important factor (Ainscow, 2000; Kugglemass,
2006; Sacks & Watnick, 2006). The PCTS data indicated that all of the co-teachers work well
together and 80% stated that they “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that that co-teaching has
improved their practice. Additionally it should be noted that the only teacher who “disagreed”
has only been co-teaching for 1 year and is in a content area that the special educators do not
have expertise. Through the interview data, however, she is enthusiastic and stated, “I would
like more training, training on how to work better with my co-teacher.” Furthermore, the data
confirms that the longer the teachers co-teach, the more proficient they become.
According to Kohler-Evans (2006), the ability to share responsibility and sharing
responsibility is critical in a successful co-teaching relationship. Sharing the work such as
behavior management, contacting parents, grading, and so forth helps ease the burdens and
builds the co-teaching relationship (Kugglemass, 2006). Eight out of the 10 teachers surveyed
“agreed or “strongly agreed” that they shared classroom responsibilities. During the
observations co-teacher was seen writing up seating charts, grading quizzes, and working with
the teacher to hand out materials. Interestingly, however, not surprising, the interview shows that
the one responsibility that all the teachers agree on is sharing the management of behavior. One
special education teacher stated, “If there is behavior, I take care of it so she can keep teaching
the content, sometimes she doesn’t even realize.” A general education teacher stated,
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“Sometimes he is teaching, and I may take care of behavior other times I am teaching, and he
takes care of it. It’s all about keeping the instruction going.”
Research question three. In response to question three, triangulation of the data
indicates supports such as (a) training/professional development, (b) administrative support,
(c) time, and (d) lower caseloads are factors in maintaining a successful co-teaching program.
Research states a common factor throughout the research was that all the schools with positive
outcomes for students in inclusion had the necessary support in the general education classroom
for students with disabilities (Burstein et al., 2004; Giametti-May, 2009; Peetsma et al., 2001;
Rea et al., 2002).
Training on co-teaching. The findings show that there is a lack of co-teaching training at
the school site. This is consistent with the data for the past 30 years (Burstein et al., 2004;
Vaughn et al., 1998; Villa & Thousand, 2005). The survey data showed that only 30% of the
teachers have access to in-service training, yet 80% value them. There was conflicting data
regarding pre-service training on collaborative teaching 90% said it was “useful” and “somewhat
useful;” however, when interviewed only 40% had pre-service training on collaboration.
Furthermore, 70% of the teachers found the pre-service training for general education
teachers to be “useful” or “somewhat useful,” yet in their interviews eight out of 10 said they
were of limited use or not useful. All of the general educators stated they wanted more training
in special education and co-teaching strategies. Four out of the 10 teachers suggested that some
of the scheduled meeting times could be set aside for training on special education. One of the
teachers with the most experience, 21 years, spoke to how she is always going to conferences to
learn more about new technology and the latest teaching techniques. She stated, “The RSP
teachers are full of information; I get 5-minute mini-lessons here and there, but if they could give

194

some ongoing training it would be fantastic; everything they teach me is great, I really learn from
them.” One special educator suggested teaming up with other schools and observing each
other’s co-teaching practices.
Administrative support. The findings show that there is support from the school site and
district administration for co-teaching. Triangulation of the survey, observation, and interview
demonstrated a high level of administrative support for the program. The survey data showed
that 90% valued administrative support for co-teaching, and 80% had access to administrative
support. Interview data corroborated the survey data; teachers said things like, “There is 100%
support from the administration,” “The principal has many hats, but he is there for us.” One
teacher even commented that she felt supported from the top of the district down. In line with
the research, administrative support and collaboration are powerful predictors of positive
attitudes (Villa et al., 1996)
Smaller caseload. The findings show that caseloads need to be smaller for successful coteaching. The observation and interview data revealed that the special educators had little or no
time to meet with their co-teaching counterparts. Furthermore, there were three co-teachers for
the past 2 years, and now the two special educators are each responsible for two grade levels.
The data in this study correlate with recent research regarding the need for smaller caseloads for
co-teaching (Bryant-Davis et al., 2012; Hang & Rabren, 2009). Teacher 1 stated, “We are always
meeting on the fly.” General education teachers said, “In some classes, I have far too many
students up to 37 in a classroom.” These findings are similar to previous research findings.
(Austin, 2001; Keefe & Moore, 2004).
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Conclusions
There are four conclusions that can be drawn from the data that were compiled in regards
to the three research questions. Data was collected from (a) surveys, (b) observations, and (c)
interviews. After the data was collected, it was triangulated and compared with current research
to validate the findings.
Relationships and attitudes. The findings of this study conclude that mutual trust and
respect and a positive attitude in the co-teaching relationship are the most important factors in a
successful co-teaching partnership.
Contrary to Kohler-Evans (2006) and Keefe and Moore (2004), planning time was not the
most imperative factor. Consistent with recent research, this study found that factors critical to a
successful co-teaching partnership were (a) mutual trust and respect, (b) positive working
relationship (c) shared responsibilities, (d) communication, and (e) administrative support. The
survey, observation, interview data all corroborated that relationships and a sense of community
were what made program at the school successful. The school is set up for collaboration with
teachers working in pathway teams since its’ inception.
Supports. The findings in this study conclude that supports such as two teachers in the
classroom, adequate supplies, and administrative support are critical factors in the success of the
co-teaching program. Similar to findings by Magiera et al. (2005), the general education teachers
in this study indicated that they feel all the students benefit from an extra set of eyes and ears in
the classroom. Additionally, teachers stated that there is full administrative support for the
program from the top of the district down to the school. Eight out of the 10 teachers answered
they agreed they had access to administration. Also, 80% mentioned that they had full
administrative support in the interviews.
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Time. The findings show that quality co-teaching takes time. Furthermore, not all 6 of
the co-teaching models: (a) one teach, one observe, (b) one teach, one assist, (c) parallel
teaching, (d) team teaching, (e) station teaching, and (f) alternative teaching need to be
happening in every classroom for there to be quality instruction and successful collaborative
teaching. Recent research states that quality co-teaching takes time, and in the first year most coteachers are using the one teach, one assist, or the one teach, one observe model (Friend, 2008;
Murawaski & Lochner, 2018).
The findings in this study correlate with the literature. The three classrooms observed that
fell in the master range according to the CTSS Core Competencies Observation Checklist have
been working together for at least 3 years. One of the special education teachers stated: “At first
it was difficult and we had to work at it.” Congruent with the literature, the classrooms that fell
in the emerging and developing range on the checklist are the partners that have been coteaching together 1-2 years. Both the general education teachers and the special education
teachers stated that at first it was difficult and they had to work at it. Similar to the findings of
Mageria et al. (2005), the general education teacher was the primary teacher and the special ed
teacher explicitly taught the processes to help students understand math in both of the math
programs.
Furthermore, in other classrooms where the special educators were not credentialed to
teach the content areas or comfortable to teach, they purposefully chose strategies to help
students in need. For example, in the AP classes the special educator would take notes and
follow along with lessons, assisting students with their executive functioning needs. In other
classrooms, such as the Spanish class, the special educator participated in activities helping to
lower the affective filter for the students learning a new language.
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Training. The findings in this study conclude that training is a critical need for coteachers. All 10 of the 10 teachers mentioned the need for special education and co-teaching
training. Many of the general educators wanted training on the different types of co-teaching and
how to better utilize their time with the co-teachers. The need for ongoing training directly
correlates with the research over the past 40 years (Isherwood & Barger-Anderson, 2008; Santoli
et al., 2008; Sindelar et al., 2019; Wang & Baker, 1985).
Recommendations for Policy and Practice
The findings of this study support nine policy and practice recommendations. The first
one involves policies on staffing and supports for the special educator. The next five refer to
training, university coursework, and necessary credentials to improve teaching practices at the
school site and teacher preparation. The last two are about planning time.
Lower caseloads for special education co-teachers. One policy recommendation is to
lower the caseloads for special education teachers who are co-teaching at a high school site.
High school co-teachers are teaching in multiple classrooms in multiple content areas. Coteachers in this study worked with five to six teachers. When co-teachers are pushing into a
classroom they have many different personalities and high-level content areas to understand.
The teachers stated that IEP meetings are becoming more contentious and taking more time.
Another recommendation would be to pay them extra for the administrative duties to work on
them after or before school and give them flex time. There is a nationwide shortage of special
educators, and they have a very high attrition rate. If districts do not find ways to lower their
caseloads and duties they will continue to leave the profession.
Pre-service and in-service training in co-teaching best practices. A second policy
recommendation is for credentialing programs both at universities and in school districts to have
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at the minimum one semester of co-teaching training. Co-teaching is rapidly becoming a
requirement at the high school level. It has been proven that systemic quality training and preservice training improves the outcomes for both students and teachers in a co-teaching program.
Required university coursework for general educators. Currently, the requirements
for a general education credential requires minimal special education training. Many programs
have a special education expert come in for one class period to give an overview of special
education. With the rise in autism, behavior, and mental issues for students, another policy
recommendation would be for all general education teachers at a minimum to have one semester
of training on behavior, one semester in autism, and one semester in special education strategies
and pedagogy. Additionally, student teachers should be required to student teach at least one
week in a mild/moderate special needs classroom and one week in a moderate/severe special
needs classroom, so they gain insight and learn about differentiating for varying student needs
and also appreciate the expertise of the special educators.
Required university coursework for special educators. Coursework in one or two
subject areas so special educators have content area expertise. Additionally, coursework on
special education law and co-teaching strategies and practices.
Mandatory Autism Certificate for all teachers. A fourth policy recommendation
would be for there to be a mandatory requirement for all teachers to acquire the Autism
Certificate. Currently, all special educators in the state of California need to have an Autism
Certificate if they are teaching students with autism. With the high number of students with
autism, the state of California should require all teachers to acquire their Autism Certificate,
similar to how they require all teachers to obtain multicultural training and English as a second
language certification. School districts can develop in house training for Autism Certificates.
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Ongoing special education professional development- Sustained collaborative, job
embedded, data-driven classroom-focused professional development has shown to have the
largest effect on successful co-teaching relationships. (Every Student Succeeds Act, 2015; Villa
& Thousand, 2014). A fifth policy recommendation would be to have ongoing professional
development both at school sites and district-wide on best practices, special education law and
policies, and co-teaching for general and special education teachers and administration. Team up
with a university to do training and studies at the school sites. This way schools can have
affordable training by experts in the field.
Team with other schools in the district. Have schools team with each other around coteaching. They can see other programs in practice and learn from them and each other.
Summer paid planning time. A sixth policy recommendation is to have allocated
summer planning time before the start of the school year, so co-teachers can meet with their
prospective co-teachers and speak to expectations and plan for the beginning of the school year.
Common planning time. A seventh policy recommendation is to have set common
planning times for co-teaching partners at the minimum once per month, preferable bi-weekly or
weekly. These set common planning times cannot be used for IEP or other meetings.
Recommendations for Future Research
There are four recommendations for future research that emerged from this case study:
1. Investigate students, parents, assistants, and administrators’ perceptions of coteaching at a high performing school that practices a full-inclusion model. In this case
study only the teachers’ perspectives were explored. A case study involving all
stakeholders would give more insights into what makes a program successful.
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2. Study a school over a 3-5-year period while providing ongoing quality professional
development, the supports that are needed, lower class sizes, and caseloads.
3. Develop a pilot model for research where the teachers choose to co-teach, receive
training before they co-teach, and ongoing training while they are teaching. Study
this model at least over 3 years.
4. Provide supports and training at a low performing school and investigate if there is
growth academically and socially for the students.
5.

Research the cost effectiveness of co-teaching versus special day programs.

Summary
This study explored the fundamental attitudes, practices, and relationships that contribute
to successful co-teaching partnerships in a purposefully selected high performing urban high
school setting in Southern California. Co-teaching is now a push in all high schools in
California. This is a topic of the utmost importance due to IDEIA’s least restrictive environment
clause, the strict guidelines for teacher credentialing, the high attrition rate of special educators,
and the push for higher academic gains for students. Co-teaching has been shown to improve
both general education, and special education students have shown to make both academic and
social-emotional growth in co-teaching programs with the appropriate supports (Ainscow &
Cesar, 2006; Sindelar et al., 2006). The school in this study was selected because it was a high
performing California Star Honor Role school in an urban setting that has scored above both
district and state in English language arts, math, and science for the past 3 years. There is
minimal, if any, research on co-teaching at a high performing urban high school. The study was
to garner information to the factors that contribute to its success, so other schools, districts, and
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universities will be able to utilize the knowledge to create targeted professional development,
enhance teacher training programs, and replicated the success factors in other school settings.
The findings confirmed much of the research that is out in the field regarding attitudes,
relationships, and behaviors of teachers. The findings found four conclusions with regards to
what is necessary for successful co-teaching: (a) relationships and attitudes, (b) supports, (c)
time, and (d) training. Additionally, the findings supported nine recommendations for policy and
practice: (a) lower caseloads for special education and co-teachers, (b) pre-service and in-service
training in co-teaching best practices, (c) required university coursework for general educators,
(d) required university coursework for special educators, (e) mandatory Autism Certificate for all
teachers, (f) ongoing professional development, (g) team with other schools in the district, (h)
summer paid planning time, and (i) common planning time.
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APPENDIX A
Perceptions of Co-Teaching Survey
Thank you for taking the time to complete this co-teaching survey. This survey is part of a case
study to determine factors that contribute to successful co-teaching. The results of this survey
will be used to help improve teaching practices. Your participation in this survey is voluntary.
Your responses will be kept strictly confidential, no identifiers will be used, and all responses
will be presented as aggregate data.
PART ONE
Teacher Information
Definition of Terms
Collaborative Teaching or Co-Teaching refers to the assignment of a general education teacher
and a special education teacher to work together, sharing responsibility for the planning and
execution of instruction.
Collaborative Teachers or Co-Teachers, as defined for the purposes of this study, are general
and special education teachers who are teamed for providing instruction to a heterogeneous class
for one or more periods of instruction per day.
General Education Teacher refers to any teacher that is certified to provide instruction in a
secondary level subject area.
Special Education Teacher refers to any teacher certified to provide instruction to students K12 who is classified as having one or more disabilities.

1. Check the content area of the class(es) you teach collaboratively
__
Social Studies
__
Sciences
__
English/Language Arts
__
Mathematics
__
Fine Arts
__
Physical Education/Health
__
Foreign Language
__
Business
__
Technology
__
ESL/Bilingual
__
Vocational
__
Advanced Placement
__
Other
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2. Please mark the area(s) of certification and or expertise in which you are currently
employed.
__

Special Education

__

English Language Arts Certification

__

English Language Arts Expertise

__

Mathematics Certification

__

Mathematics Expertise

__

General Education Secondary
Subject area(s) ______________________________________________

3. Check the highest level of education you have achieved.
__

Bachelors

__

Masters

__

Masters+

__

Doctorate

4. How many years of teaching experience do you have? ________________years

5. What is your gender?
__
__

Male
Female

6. Please write the number of:
Years as a collaborative teacher
______years
Years taught with this co-teacher
______years
Number of teachers with whom you co-teach daily
______years
Number of classes you teach collaboratively in a day
______classes
Number of subjects you teach collaboratively in a day
______subjects
7. Did you volunteer for this collaborative teaching experience? Please check one answer.
__
Yes
__
No
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PART TWO
Co-Teacher Perceptions of Current Experience
Please circle a number from 1 to 5 to indicate your level of agreement or disagreement
with each statement below about co-teaching.
Strongly Agree
1
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Agree
2

Neither Agree or
Disagree
3

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

4

5

My co-teaching partner and I work very well together.
Collaboration has improved my teaching.
In my collaborative experience, I do more than my partner.
Co-teaching is a worthwhile professional experience.
My partner and I solicit each other’s feedback and benefit from it.

1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5

Comments

Recommended Collaborative Practices
Please circle a number from 1 to 5 to indicate your level of agreement or disagreement
with each statement below about co-teaching. You are asked to rate statements according
to: (a) your belief I thee value of the practice(the column titles “value”) and (b)
whether you currently employ the practice (the column titles “employ”).

Strongly Agree
1

Agree
2

Neither Agree or
Disagree
3

Disagree
4
Value

6. Co-teachers should meet
daily to plan lessons.
7. Co-teachers should share classroom
management responsibilities.
8. Co-teachers should share
classroom instruction.
9. Co-teachers should
regularly offer feedback.
10. Co-teachers should establish
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Strongly Disagree
5
Employ

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

and maintain specific areas of
responsibility.

Other collaborative practices you find effective

Teacher Preparation for Collaborative Teaching
What kinds of academic preparation o you think would be beneficial to collaborative teaching?
Please circle the number from 1 to 5 beside each of the following academic preparations that best
describes your perception of its usefulness to a collaborative teacher.

Very Useful
1

Somewhat Useful

Of Limited Use Not Useful

2

3

4

11. Student teaching placement in
a collaborative class
12. School district in-service
presentations on alternative
assessments
13. School district workshops/mini
courses on facilitating
collaborative teaching
14. Mentoring by experienced
collaborative teacher(s)
15. Pre-service courses in
collaborative teaching
16. Pre-service special education
courses for general education
teachers
17. Pre-service general education
courses for special education
teachers

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

Other
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Don’t Know
5

School-Based Supports that Facilitate Collaborative Teaching
What kinds of school-based services should be provided in order to facilitate collaborative
teaching? For the purpose of this study, school-based services are defined as services including
teaching materials/equipment, administrative support, and provision of adequate planning time.
Please circle a number from 1 to 5 to indicate the importance you place on each of the following
school-based supports. You are asked to rate each statement according to (a) your belief in the
value of the school-based service (column titles “Value”) and (b) whether you currently
have access to or receive the school-based service (column titles “Access”).

Very Useful
1

Somewhat Useful
2

Of Limited Use Not Useful
3

4

18. Provision for scheduled mutual
planning time.
19. Administrative support of
collaboration.
20. Adequate teaching aids and supplies
appropriate to learning levels.
21. In-service training opportunities
provided (workshops, etc.).
22. Summer planning time allocated.
23. Opportunities to modify classroom
configuration.
Other
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Don’t Know
5

Value

Access

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

APPENDIX B
CTSS Co-Teaching Core Competencies Observation Checklist

Date ____________
General Educator
Observer: Natalie Hofland

Special Service Provider
Grade(s)_________ Content Area:_________________

Period/Room:__________ School: ________________ Term: ______________
Start:_______________

End:___________

LOOK FORS
4.5 Two or more professionals
working together in the same
physical space.

0= Only one adult; two adults not communicating at all;
class always divided into two rooms.
1= To adults in same room, but very little
communication
or collaborative work.
2= Two adults in same room; both engaged in class and
And each other (even if not perfectly).
3= Two adults collaborating together in the same room.

9.5 Classroom environment
demonstrates parity and
collaboration (both names on
board, sharing materials and
space.)

0= No demonstration or parity/collaboration; room
Appears to belong to one teacher only.
1= Some attempt at parity; both adults share a few
materials and general space.
2= Parity exists; adults share classroom materials.
3= Clear parity, both names on the board/report card;
two
Desks or shared space; obvious feeling from teachers
that it is “our room.”
0= One adult is absent or late; adults may leave room for
times not related to this class.
1= One adult may be late or leave early or may leave for
brief time.
2= One adult may be late or leave early, but for
remaining
time they work together.
3= Both adults begin and end together, and are with
students the entire time.

11.6 Both Teachers begin and
end class together ad remain in
the room the entire time.
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Rating
Score

Note: If adults have planned to use a regrouping
approach (e.g., “parallel”) and one adult takes a group of
students out of the room (e.g. to the library), that is
perfectly acceptable.
8.6 During instruction, both
teachers assist students with and
without disabilities.

0= Adults are not helping students or are only helping
“their own” students.
1= There is some helping of various students, but at
least
one adult primarily stays with a few of “their own.”
2= Both adults are willing to help all students, but
students seem to have one adult they prefer to work
with.
3= It is clear that both adults are willing to help all
and students are used to this.

9.6 The class moves smoothly,
with evidence of co-planning
and communication between
teachers.

0= Little to no prior planning is evident.
1= All planning appears to have been done by one adult.
2= Minimal planning is evident; most appears to have
been done by one adult.
3= It is clear that both adults are comfortable with the
lesson and know what is supposed to happen.
8.8 Class instruction and
0= There is no evidence of universal design; all students
activities proactively promote
are expected to do the same thing.
multiple modes of representation 1= There is minimal evidence of universal design;
engagement, and expression
limited
(universal design for learning –
opportunities for choice in how students learn,
UDL).
engage, and show what they’ve learned.
2= There is some evidence of universal design; some
opportunities for choice in how students learn,
engage, and show what they’ve learned.
3= The class was universally designed; opportunities for
for choice in how students learn, engage, and show
what they’ve learned were well selected.
3.7 Differentiated content and
0= There is no evidence of differentiation of instruction
strategies, based on formative
in
assessment, are used to meet the
the classroom.
range of learning needs.
1= There is minimal differentiation; most differentiation
appears to be focused on groups rather than
individuals.
2= Some differentiation is evident for individuals or
groups.
3= It is clear that adults consider individual students’
needs and regular use of differentiation is evident.
8.13 Technology (to include
assistive technology) is used to
enhance accessibility and
learning.

0= There is no evidence of technology use.
1= There is limited use of technology.
2= Technology provides students with access and is
used
intermittently or sporadically.
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5.7 A variety of instructional
approaches (five co-teaching
approaches) are used, including
regrouping students.

2.7 Both teachers in engage in
appropriate behavior
management strategies as
needed and are consistent in
their approach to behavior
management.

11.3 It is difficult to tell the
specialist from the general
educator.

1.6 It is difficult to tell the
special education students from
the general education students.

3= Multiple technologies are utilized to make materials
and content accessible and are used regularly.
0= Students remain in large class setting and adults use
One teach, one support with one adult primarily in
Lead.
1= Adults rely solely on one teach, one support or team
Teaching.
2= Adults regroup students (using alternative, parallel,
or
Station) at least once.
3= Adults use more than one of the five approaches
(Friend & Cook’s one teach, one support; team,
Parallel, station and alternative); at least one of the
Approaches involves regrouping students.
Note: If teachers have been observed using other
approaches in the past, and only one approach is
observed today (e.g., station), it is acceptable to recall
previous observations and give a 2 for using a variety of
approaches as adults have demonstrated competency.
0= There is no obvious plan for behavior management,
nor do adults appear to communicate about how they
are approaching class management; possibly
inappropriate class management.
1= Very little classroom management; mainly conducted
by one teacher.
2= Behavior management strategies are utilized, but
there
is very little clear evidence of how adults have
communicated about their use.
3= It is evident that adults have discussed how they will
will approach classroom/behavior management
and adults are consistent in their approach.
0= Observer could easily determine who was the
general educator/specialist by their language/roles/
lack of parity.
1= Teachers kept traditional roles in the classroom, but
shared or switched roles once or twice.
2= Teachers worked at having parity in the class and
shared most roles and responsibilities.
3= Adults shared the roles and responsibilities in the
classroom and observer would not be able to tell who
was the general educator/specialist.
0= Observer could easily determine who were the
general
education or students with special needs by their lack
of integration (e.g., students at the back or separated
from class).
1= There was some inclusion of most students in most
Activities.
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LOOKS FORS TOTAL

Notes:

LISTEN FORS
9.10 Co-teachers use language
(“we;” “our”) that demonstrates
true collaboration and shared
responsibility.

0= Adults do not communicate with each other.
1= Adults use “I” language frequently (e.g., “I want
you to…” or “In my class….”), lacking parity.
2= Adults attempts to use “we” language and include
each other, but it is clear that one adult is more
used to “ruling” the class.
3= Adults clearly use “we” language (e.g., “we
would
like you to…..”), showing that they both share the
responsibility and students know they are equally
in charge.

5.9 Communication (both verbal
and nonverbal) between coteachers is clear and positive.

0= Little to no communication is evident.
1= Communication is minimal, directive, or negative.
2= Limited communication, but it is positive in
nature.
3= Both adults communicate regularly as class
Progresses and are respectful and positive.

1.9 Student’s conversations
evidence a sense of community,
including peers with disabilities
and from diverse backgrounds.

0= Students do not talk to one another during class.
1= Specific students appear to be excluded from the
majority of student interactions.
2= Most students appear to be included in the
majority
of student interactions.
3= It is evident from the students’ actions and words
that all students are considered an equal part of
the class and are included in all student
interactions.

232

Rating
Score

8.6 Co-teachers ask questions at
a variety of levels (basic recall
to higher-order thinking) to meet
all students’ needs.

0= Adults do not use questions and most instruction
is directive.
1= Questions are almost all geared just to one level
(to
the middle or “watered down”).
2= Teachers use closed and open questions at a
variety
of levels in a general manner.
3= Closed and open questions are asked at a variety
of
levels in a way that demonstrates they are able to
differentiate for specific students in order to ensure
maximum (appropriate) levels of challenge.
LISTEN FORS TOTAL

Notes:

ASK FORS
7.2 Co-Planning

8.5 CoInstruction: Parity

Rating
Score

0= There is no evidence that this team
co-plans. Most planning, if done
at all is done by one teacher.
1= This team rarely co-plans and
communicates primarily on the fly.
2= This team co-plans at irregular times,
but does try to integrate both
teacher’s perspectives when possible.
3= This team co-plans its lessons and
integrates both teachers’ areas of
expertise to the maximum extent
possible.

0= There is no evidence that this team
Co-instructs. One teacher is clearly
Responsible, as evidence in
Documentation/plans, etc.
1= One teacher is clearly “lead;”
However, the other does have
Intermittent areas of responsibility.
2= Both teachers are provided turns in
Co-instruction.
3= Teachers are comfortable in any role
And roles are interchanging and fluid
Throughout the lesson plan.
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Ease
Score

Circle Evidence
Lesson Plans
Modified
Materials
Letters
Home/Syllabi
S.H.A.R.E.
Worksheets
Problem-solving
Worksheets
Other:
Lesson Plans
Behavior
Documentation
Tiered Lessons
Class Notes
Other:

8.1 Co-Instruction
Grouping

1.2 CoInstruction:
Differentiation

6.1 CoAssessment

0= There is no evidence that this team
regroups during instruction. Whole
group instruction is the norm.
1= At irregular times and for very
specific
activities, this class is regrouped into
smaller groups.
2= Cooperative learning is used in class
regularly and small groups are used
at least once a week.
3= Whole group and regrouping
approaches are used to match
learning needs. Teachers clearly
use regrouping regularly and are
comfortable with a variety of the
co-instructional approaches.

Lesson Plans

0= There is no evidence that this team
differentiates for the class. All
lessons appear created so that
students are expected to do the same
things.
1= Minimal evidence demonstrates
differentiation. What is available
appears to focus on one or two
specific students for limited activities
or events
(e.g., read test to Johnny).
2= Teachers appear to integrate
differentiated instruction, content,
and assessments into some lessons.
3= Teacher regularly include
differentiated instruction, content,
and assessments into their lessons.
they clearly consider the needs of all
students.
0= There is no evidence that this team
co-assesses. One teacher is in charge
of the grades and gradebook.
1= Teachers talk about assessments at
times, but each teacher is primarily
in charge of his or her “own”
students.
2= Teachers use differentiated
assessments occasionally and are
willing to share responsibility for
grading.
3= Teachers share responsibility for
creating assessments, grading, and
for students’ overall success.

Lesson Plans
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Behavior

Documentation
Tiered Lessons
Class Notes
Other:

Behavior
Documentation
Tiered Lessons
Class Notes
Other:

Grade Book
Modified
Assignments
Individual
Grading
Reports
Other

differentiated assessments are
created when needed, and both
teachers are comfortable with
adaptations.
ASK FORS TOTAL
GRAND TOTAL

Notes:

0-29 Not Yet Co-Teaching 30-45 Emerging Co-Teaching 46-52 Developing Co-Teaching
53-59 Proficient in Co-Teaching 60-65 Master Co-Teaching
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APPENDIX C
Interview Questions
1. Are you a general education or special education teacher?
4. Special Education Teachers
a. Do you have a credential in a single subject or single subject expertise?
b. If so, which area(s)?
5. Who is responsible for the following procedural elements in the classroom?
a. Grading
b. Student requests
c. Behavior modifications
d. Behavior issues
e. Contacting parent
f. Writing referrals
g. Providing lesson/test accommodations/modifications
h. Arranging seating chart/assigning groups
i. Creating lessons/assignments
j. Creating assessments
k. Grading assessments
6. What does instruction look like in your classroom?
a. Who is responsible for the instruction?
i. Equal responsibility?
ii. Strategically planned?
iii. How successful is this instruction?
7. How are lectures/lessons structured?
a. How often does whole group take place?
b. How often does small group take place?
c. Any pullout?
8. What types of student grouping do you use?
a. How successful were they?
9. How do you meet the individualized needs of your student?
a. How do you differentiate lessons?
b. How do you collaborate about lesson differentiation?
10. Which, if any, specific program or specialized curriculums have you used or observed?
11. Did you chose your co-teaching partner(s)? If not, how are they chosen?
12. How many co-teachers do you work with during the school day?
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a. Same subject area?
b. Describe experiences (benefits/barriers) teaching with more than one co-teacher?
13. What aspects of the curriculum are you most comfortable teaching?
a. Least comfortable teaching?
b. Explain?
14. How important is trust and respect in a co-teaching partnership? Explain?
15. What are the most important aspects for a successful co-teaching relationship?
16. Have you had any issues with co-teachers? If so how did you resolve them?
17. To enhance your co-teaching program what expertise or training do you think would be
useful?
a. Professional development topics?
18. How have the co-teaching in-services or professional development/trainings helped you?
19. What additional supports do you feel are needed to make co-teaching more successful?
a. Administrative support
b. Planning time
c. Training
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APPENDIX D
Notice of Approval for Human Research

Date: October 16, 2019 Protocol Investigator Name: Natalie Hofland Protocol #: 17-11-659

NOTICE OF APPROVAL FOR HUMAN RESEARCH
Pepperdine University 24255 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, CA 90263
TEL: 310-506-4000
Project Title: A Case Study On Successful Co-Teaching At A High-Performing High School
Southwestern United States School: Graduate School of Education and Psychology
Dear Natalie Hofland:
Thank you for submitting your application for exempt review to Pepperdine University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB). We appreciate the
work you have done on your proposal. The IRB has reviewed your submitted IRB application and all ancillary materials. Upon review, the IRB
has determined that the above entitled project meets the requirements for exemption under the federal regulations 45 CFR 46.101 that govern the
protections of human subjects.
Your research must be conducted according to the proposal that was submitted to the IRB. If changes to the approved protocol occur, a
revised protocol must be reviewed and approved by the IRB before implementation. For any proposed changes in your research protocol,
please submit an amendment to the IRB. Since your study falls under exemption, there is no requirement for continuing IRB review of your
project. Please be aware that changes to your protocol may prevent the research from qualifying for exemption from 45 CFR 46.101 and
require submission of a new IRB application or other materials to the IRB.
A goal of the IRB is to prevent negative occurrences during any research study. However, despite the best intent, unforeseen circumstances or
events may arise during the research. If an unexpected situation or adverse event happens during your investigation, please notify the IRB as
soon as possible. We will ask for a complete written explanation of the event and your written response. Other actions also may be required
depending on the nature of the event. Details regarding the timeframe in which adverse events must be reported to the IRB and documenting
the adverse event can be found in the Pepperdine University Protection of Human Participants in Research: Policies and Procedures Manual
at community.pepperdine.edu/irb.
Please refer to the protocol number denoted above in all communication or correspondence related to your application and this approval.
Should you have additional questions or require clarification of the contents of this letter, please contact the IRB Office. On behalf of the
IRB, I wish you success in this scholarly pursuit.
Sincerely,
Judy Ho, Ph.D., IRB Chair
cc: Mrs. Katy Carr, Assistant Provost for Research
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APPENDIX E
Permission to Conduct Study
9/13/2019

Natalie Hofland
LAUSD
630 N Grand Ave. #405
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Dear Ms. Hofland,
Your request to conduct research in the Long Beach Unified School District has been approved. Specifically, your study, “A Case
Study On Successful Co-Teaching In A High-Performing High School In The Southwestern United States” is approved with
the following conditions:

a) You are approved to conduct your research with approximately 18 participants at High School
where you may conduct your surveys, observations and interview, upon successful recruitment
and consent procedures.
b) All potential participants must be notified that their participation in your research is voluntary
and signed consent must be secured prior to soliciting data. Copies of completed consent forms
should remain on file with the Unified School District sent via Email or US Mail to Research,
Planning and Evaluation at 1
In accordance with the federal and state laws, Board Policy and Administrative Regulations, you agree to respect the privacy rights of
participants, including their right to refrain from participation in your research project.
You may use this letter to show interested stakeholders your study has been approved. Thank you for your strict adherence to the
guidelines above and best wishes in your research endeavors.

Sincerely,

Dr. Kristi Kahl, Assistant
Superintendent Office of Research and
School Improvement Unified School
District
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APPENDIX F
Request for Participation in Study

Appendix F

Dear Prospective Participant,
My name is Natalie Hofland, and I am a Doctoral Student in the school of Education and
Psychology at Pepperdine University. I have been both a special education and a general
education teacher for over 25 years. Currently, I am an administrator for the Division of Special
Education in Los Angeles Unified School District. I am conducting research examining
successful co-teaching in a high-performing high school in the Southwestern United States. If
you are 19 years of older and are a general education or special education teacher who co-teaches
you may participate in this study.
The title of my study is A Case Study On Successful Co-Teaching in a High-Performing High
School In The Southwestern United States.
If you should decide to participate in the study, you will be asked to complete a survey, be
observed in the classroom, and participate in an interview. The survey will be online via Survey
Monkey. A link to the survey will be sent to you via email. The survey should take about 10-15
minutes to complete. It has a series of demographic questions and then questions regarding your
perceptions of co-teaching (Perceptions of Co-Teaching Survey, Austin, 2001).
Observations will occur in co-taught classrooms for one entire class period per subject area
observed. The tool I will be using the CTSS Core Competencies Observational Checklist by
Murawaski and Lochner (2017). It is an observational tool based upon best practices of coteaching.
The interview portion will be 1:1 and will take approximately 15-20 minutes. The interview
portion will be audio-taped. If you do not wish to be audio-taped you will not be audio-taped.
Audio-tapes will be transcribed and stored in a locked file cabinet for 5 years then will be
destroyed.
Please understand that your participation in my study is strictly voluntary. You will receive a
coded number as an identifier for the interview, survey, and observations so your identity will be
kept confidential. Theses codes will be stored in a file cabinet under lock and key. If the findings
of the study are presented to professional audiences or published, no information that identifies
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you personally, or your school-site will be released. The data will be kept in a secure manner for
5 years, as the data may be used by other investigators in the future.
Although minimal, there are potential risks that you should consider before deciding to
participate in this study. These risks include possible discomfort in being observed and
answering interview questions. You will not directly benefit from your participation in this
study. If you are interested in the results of this study, please contact me and you will be
provided with a summary of the findings.
If you should decide to participate and find you are not interested in completing the survey,
observation, or interview process, you have the right to discontinue at any point without being
questioned about your decision. If you should decide not to participate for any portion of the
study please email or call me and let me know you wish to discontinue. You also do not have to
answer any of the questions on the survey that you prefer not to answer—just leave such items
blank. Your standing or job status will not be affected in any way based on your participation or
non-participation in this study.
If you have any questions regarding the information that I have provided above, please do not
hesitate to contact me at the address and phone number provided below. If you have further
questions or do not feel I have adequately addressed your concerns, please contact my
dissertation chairperson, Dr. Christopher Lund, at (562) 997-8000.

Sincerely,
Natalie J. Hofland
Natalie.hofland@pepperdine.edu
(310) 926-0240
I agree to participate.

_____________________________________________
Name
_____________________________________________
Signature
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______________
Date

APPENDIX G
Permission to Use Austin’s Perceptions of Co-Teaching Survey
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APPENDIX H
Permission to Use the Co-Teaching Competencies Observation Checklist
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